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ABSTRACT
Teachers’ Values for the Reduction of Teacher Attrition in Utah Public Schools
Forrest Jensen
Department of Teacher Education, BYU
Master of Arts
Teacher attrition is a major concern of educational systems. Research has investigated
causes of attrition but have primarily neglected the role of teachers’ values. The aim of this study
is to explore how teachers prioritize four different factors: salary, administrative support, medical
benefits, and teaching difficulty. Teachers (448) responded to a survey that asked them to (a)
order the four factors by importance, (b) decide between job offers that differed with regards to
these factors (e.g., a job with better salary or better administrative support), and (c) report
information about teachers’ characteristics. Data analysis involved exploring how teachers with
differing characteristics prioritized these factors. Additionally, two-step cluster analysis was used
to create seven distinct profiles of how teachers ranked the four factors. Findings indicate that
teachers in this sample tended to value salary over the other factors. Medical benefits and
teaching difficulty were not seen to be very important to teachers. Despite these overall trends,
results further suggest that there is a large amount of variation in how teachers rank these factors
and that some characteristics, primarily those related to household situations, had a significant
impact on teachers’ values. Teachers who had less responsibilities for others (e.g., not a primary
wage earner, higher household income, married) tended to prioritize other factors over salary.
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DESCRIPTION OF THESIS STRUCTURE AND CONTENT
This thesis uses a hybrid format that brings together traditional thesis requirements and
journal publication formats. This includes a condensed manuscript that meets journal length
limitations with tables and figures after the discussion as required by most journals. To meet
university requirements, an expanded literature review is included in Appendix A and Appendix
B contains the Institutional Review Board Letter of Approval to Conduct Research.
This thesis format contains two reference lists. The first reference list contains references
included in the journal-ready article and directly follows the figures. The second reference list is
for Appendix A.
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Introduction
Half of all new teachers leave the profession within five years of starting their teaching
career (Craig, 2014; Goldring et al., 2014; Ingersoll, 2001). While the most significant attrition
occurs in the early years, teachers throughout the career cycle continue to leave the profession
before retirement (Darling-Hammond, 2003; Ingersoll et al., 2016). The numbers of teachers
leaving outside those first five years may be as high as 25% per year (Miller, 2004).
Teacher attrition, or leaving the profession, school, or district before retirement, creates
many negative issues for the school system and students served by it. One of these issues is that
attrition contributes to teacher shortages (Aragon, 2016). When a teacher leaves the profession,
students must be taught by another teacher. This means that enough people must be preparing to
enter the profession to replace not only those who are retiring, but also those who are leaving
before retirement. In fact, researchers have found that historically, teacher shortages are not due
primarily to teachers retiring, but to teacher attrition (Ingersoll, 2003).
Additionally, teacher attrition from classrooms is expensive for the school system. School
districts with high rates of attrition must repeatedly spend money to recruit and support new
teachers (Carroll et al., 2000; Darling-Hammond, 2003). For example, one study concluded that
the attrition of beginning teachers cost the state of Texas an estimated $325 million in the year
2000 (Benner, 2000). A national study estimated the total cost for attrition to be $2.2 billion
(Haynes et al., 2014). It is difficult to know the full cost of attrition due to the difficulty of
quantifying all the different expenses associated with attrition, including professional
development, hiring, recruitment, substitute teachers (Levy et al., 2012).
Consequently, the loss of experienced teachers through attrition can also lead to less
effective teaching in classrooms. As teachers leave a teaching position their replacement teachers
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are often new to the field (Darling-Hammond, 2003). Because new teachers are not always as
effective as experienced teachers, the loss of experienced teachers often means a decrease in
student learning (Hanushek et al., 2016; Sutcher et al., 2016).
Differences within aspects of teaching environments impacts teachers’ attrition rates.
Ladd (2011) stated, “Variation across schools in working conditions as perceived by teachers is
highly predictive of individual teachers’ intentions to leave their current schools” (pp. 253-255).
This observation agrees with the economic labor market theory that posits that attrition results
from teachers’ values not being satisfied by their teaching positions (Borman & Dowling, 2008;
Guarino et al., 2006). All teachers have different values because of their distinct life experiences
and situations. For instance, a primary wage earner may value salary and benefits differently than
a teacher who is not the primary wage earner.
There has been research on many of the factors teachers may value such as: salary (De
Ree et al., 2018), self-efficacy (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2017), alignment of teacher and
administrative goals (Wang & Hall, 2019), student behavior (Kengatharan, 2020), student and
teacher similarity (Engel et al., 2014), student and teacher race similarities (Engel et al., 2014),
and preferred grade or subject (Co et al., 2021). However, these studies have not explored the
extent to which teachers value different factors in their decisions, instead looking primarily at the
conditions in which teachers leave the profession. To better understand the impact of teachers’
values related to attrition and decision-making processes it is important to identify the relative
value of various workplace factors.
The purpose of this study is to explore what teachers value in a teaching position to better
understand how these values impact teacher attrition from the classroom. Out of the four factors
that I focus on, two factors were chosen because they are well-established in the literature as
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important in influencing teacher attrition: salary (SALARY) and administrative support
(ADMIN). The other two factors were chosen because little is known about them in the
literature: medical benefits (MEDICAL) and perceived teaching difficulty (DIFFICULT).
SALARY is defined as the monetary income paid directly to the teacher. ADMIN is defined as
the help and support offered by administration to or for the teacher. MEDICAL is defined as all
medical benefits offered to the teacher in forms of all medical insurance plans, special rates, and
the district or states contributions to those insurances. DIFFICULT is defined as the perceived
difficulty of teaching in a specific context and could be influenced by various factors within a
classroom, school, or district. This study addresses four specific research questions:
1. How do teachers rank SALARY, MEDICAL, ADMIN, and DIFFICULT in terms of
what they value in a job?
2. How do teachers rank these factors in context of the desirability of actual potential
job positions and how does this compare to their simple ranking of these factors?
3. How do value rankings naturally combine into profiles of values for teachers?
4. How are teacher characteristics (e.g., age, years taught, education level, teaching
subject) related to the ways they rank and value these options and combinations?
Method
In this section I will present the participants of the study, data sources, data analysis, and
limitations of the study. I used a range of descriptive and inferential analyses to answer the four
research questions.
Participants
All teachers within a single Utah school district were invited to respond to an online
survey. Because all participants work for the same school district there are some similarities in
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their teaching contexts. All schools in the district are located in suburban communities. Teachers
are paid on the same salary schedule, are offered the same medical benefits package, and have
the same district administration. Additionally, these teachers all face the same state laws, local
laws, and community perceptions of the teaching profession. This district enrolls approximately
60,000 students (Hussar & Bailey, 2011).
After receiving permission from the Institutional Review Board at Brigham Young
University and the school district, all the teachers (N = 2,600) in the district received an email
inviting them to complete the survey. Emails were sent to email addresses provided by a district
administrator. Seventeen percent of the teachers (n = 448) responded to the survey, exceeding
the target response rate of 10% required for statistical analysis. Nineteen randomly chosen
participants who completed the survey were awarded a $40 gift card to Amazon.com.
The sample of teachers (see Table 1) is comprised of mostly females (82%) who are
White (92%) and married (73%). More than three fourths were licensed through a traditional
route (79%) and almost half have a master’s degree or beyond (44%). Participants were evenly
split among teaching subject categories, with about a third teaching elementary, secondary core,
and secondary non-core. Participants have a mean age of 40 years, an average of 3.3 dependents,
an average household income of $107,216. Almost half are the primary wage earners in their
household (46%).
Data Source
There were four types of questions in the survey: simple rank, scenario, teacher
characteristics, and current position. Simple rank questions provided data to answer research
question one and scenario questions provided data to answer research questions two and three.
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Research question four required data from scenario, teacher characteristic, and current position
questions.
Simple Rank Question
The simple rank question asked participants to rank the four factors (SALARY,
MEDICAL, ADMIN, DIFFICULT) in order of importance when choosing a teaching position.
This allowed me to see how teachers ranked these factors without any context as is done in much
of the past research on teacher values (Borman & Dowling, 2008; Guarino et al., 2006; Gunther,
2018).
Scenario Questions
In each scenario, participants were asked to select one of two hypothetical teaching
positions (see Figure 1 for an example). Each scenario included information about only two of
the four factors for each teaching position, requiring them to choose which of the two factors
they valued more. The scenario questions were organized so that all four factors could have an
equal chance to be chosen overall, with three levels within each variable (see Figure 2). There
were 54 scenario questions with nine questions in each category. There are six categories: (a)
SALARY versus ADMIN, (b) SALARY versus MEDICAL, (c) SALARY versus DIFFICULT,
(d).ADMIN versus MEDICAL, (e) ADMIN versus DIFFICULT, (f) MEDICAL versus
DIFFICULT. Each factor was measured in direct contrast to each of the others.
Teacher Characteristic Questions
The teacher characteristic questions asked participants to report information about
themselves and their context in three different areas. Some of these questions asked about their
personal demographics, specifically:
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•

Gender: Female, male, non-binary, other, prefer not to say. Because all but two
participants selected female or male, only these categories were used in the analysis.

•

Race: Typed their racial identity in a short response box. This was recoded as either
other or White due to limited racial diversity in participants.

•

Age: Entered their age as numerals. When used as a categorical variable this was
recoded into four groups (20-30, 31-40, 41-55, and 56+).

•

Years taught: Entered the number of years they had been teaching. When used as a
categorical variable this was recoded into three groups: up to 5 years, 6-15 years, and
16 years or more.

These questions about teacher characteristics allowed for an exploration of differences related to
gender and racial identities that could be potentially important because of differing cultural role
expectations. Age and years taught also allowed me to determine if there were differences in
values for teachers at different career stages, especially at different distances from the national
retirement age.
Other teacher characteristic questions asked participants about their teaching context:
•

Licensure route: Traditional or non-traditional routes to licensure.

•

Education level: Bachelor’s degree, some graduate work, and master’s degree and
beyond.

•

Teaching subject: Typed the subject(s) they teach (e.g., physics, fifth grade).
Recoded into three categories: elementary, secondary core (e.g., English,
mathematics, science, history), secondary non-core (e.g., art, music, family, and
consumer sciences).
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Education level may be indicative of a teacher’s efforts to obtain salary increases because the
district’s salary schedule includes raises with additional formal education. Teaching subject may
matter because teachers who teach different subjects may have access to careers outside of
teaching using that same degree or background.
Finally, teachers reported some information about their household situation:
•

Marital status: Married, single, divorced.

•

Number of dependents: Entered the number of individuals depending on their
income as referred to for filing taxes.

•

Household income: Entered their household’s total annual income. When used as a
categorical variable this was recoded into three groups based on 2021 tax brackets:
$12,000 - $89,000, $89,001- $170,000, and $170,001+.

•

Wage earner status: Indicated whether they were the primary wage earner (they earn
more than 60% of the household income), a co-wage earner (they earn 40-60% of the
household income), or a contributing wage earner (they earn less than 40% of the
household income).

These household characteristics may influence teachers’ values related to a job position.
Teachers’ responsibilities for their household income may affect how they see their job position.
These two factors have largely been understudied and ignored in relation to why certain teachers
rank specific values higher than others.
Current Position Questions
Finally, two questions were asked to explore teachers’ satisfaction with their current
teaching position and the teaching profession. Specifically, participants rated their satisfaction
with their current job in terms of the four factors explored in this analysis: SALARY,
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MEDICAL, ADMIN, DIFFICULT on a six-point scale of very poor to exceptional. They were
also asked how likely they are to “retire as an educator (teacher, administrator, etc.) when that
time comes?” This also used a six-point scale ranging from very unlikely (they planned to leave
education before reaching retirement) to very likely (they planned to continue in education until
they retire).
Data Analysis
This project explored descriptive statistics, the comparison of simple and scenario
rankings, the clustering profiles of teachers, and the logistic regressions.
Descriptive Statistics
A descriptive analysis of the simple rank question was used to answer the first research
question regarding how teachers rank the four factors without a context. The factor that was
ranked first was coded as 1, the factor that was ranked second as 2, the factor that was ranked
third as 3, and the factor that was ranked last as 4. Descriptive statistics (i.e., frequencies, means,
and standard deviations) were computed. Differences in how teachers ranked these factors were
then explored across teacher characteristics using the Pearson Chi-Square test through crosstabs
in IBM’s Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). This test analyzes whether there is a
significant difference between the expected and observed frequencies. The null hypothesis states
that two variables are considered mutually independent if the observed frequencies coincide with
the expected frequencies. If the observed and expected frequencies are statistically different (p >
.05) then the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted, signifying that
the two variables are interdependent.
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Comparing Simple and Scenario Rankings
Next, a Pearson Chi-Square test was performed to compare the mean rankings of each
factor from the simple rank questions and the scenario questions to answer the second research
question. This was done by first creating a scenario rank variable. The scenario rank variable was
created by determining the factor that a specific teacher prioritized the most often across the
scenarios and ranking that as a 1. The second most chosen factor was then ranked as a 2 and so
forth. If there were two factors that had been prioritized the same number of times, they were
given the same ranking. For example, if SALARY and ADMIN had both been prioritized 19
times, MEDICAL 9 times, and DIFFICULT 7 times, then both SALARY and ADMIN would be
ranked 1, ADMIN would be ranked 3, and DIFFICULT ranked 4. There were only 17
participants for whom values tied for rank 1. The mean simple ranks and scenario ranks were
compared as well as how often each factor was picked as the top priority (rank 1).
Clustering Profiles of Teachers
A two-step cluster analysis was then performed to explore the different ways teachers
ranked these four factors in relation to each other (the third research question). The purpose was
to identify relatively homogeneous clusters of teachers who presented similar patterns in how
they prioritized the four factors. These combinations of rankings comprised distinct profiles of
teachers based on how they prioritize the factors in scenario questions. The cluster analysis
included 16 dichotomized variables: four factors with four levels each. The cluster analysis used
the scenario rank variable.
Two-step clustering is a hybrid clustering approach used to specify the number of groups
with large data sets using both continuous and categorical variables (Bacher et al., 2004). Twostep clustering uses a sequential approach by creating an initial cluster tree grouping the data into
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nodes. These initial nodes are based on similarities in the grouping criteria within dense regions
in the analyzed attribute space to create homogenous groups. Next, these nodes are merged
statistically in step-by-step order until all the clusters are formed based on the ratio change in the
dispersion of data (Bacher et al., 2004; Benassi et al., 2020).
The quality of a cluster model is validated with the Bayes Information Criterion (BIC).
The BIC compares alternative models and selects the most parsimonious one that fits that data.
Lower scores indicate better fit. Distance between clusters is measured with log-likelihoods to
determine a final amalgamation of clusters and specify the importance of variables within each
cluster. The log-likelihood distance coefficients were used to determine importance levels of the
variables in the clusters. This is because using categorical data, as my data contains, requires the
use of log-likelihoods distances (Ledger et al., 2019).
Logistic Regression to Predict Cluster Membership
Lastly, a series of logistic regressions were performed to answer the final research
question, which asks how the variables identified in the teacher characteristic questions predicted
membership in cluster profiles. In other words, I explored how teachers’ demographics, teaching
context, and household situations predicted their prioritization of the four factors. To do this I
used logistic regression to see how teacher characteristics predicted membership in each of the
clusters (1 = member). In this analysis, the logit (the natural log of the odds ratio) becomes the
dependent variable, and the odds ratio is used to examine the likelihood of cluster membership.
Predictor variables for the logistic regression models included both continuous ratio data
and categorical variables. For this analysis, I coded each categorical variable as a dichotomous
variable with a 1 representing teachers with a specific characteristic and a 0 representing teachers
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who did not have that characteristic. If there were more than two groups, one category was not
included in the regression models and used as the reference group.
Part of the coding included combining, simplifying, or omitting some of the teacher
characteristics used in previous analyses for the regression models. Characteristics not identified
as significant in the prior Chi-Square analyses were omitted from these models for parsimony.
Parsimony is preferred because as greater numbers of variables are included in the model, they
become more likely to detract from the effects of the other variables. Below is a justification for
why each teacher characteristic was or was not included. If included, I explain the recoding and
indicate the reference groups.
•

Gender: Not used in the regression models due to minimal variation.

•

Race: Not used due to low variation in the sampled population.

•

Age: Used as a continuous variable.

•

Years taught: Used as a continuous variable.

•

Licensure route: Not used due to low statistical significance in previous analyses.

•

Education level: Used with three categories: bachelor’s degree, some graduate work,
and master’s degree and beyond. Bachelor’s degree was used as the reference group
because it is the minimum level of education a teacher may have for certification.

•

Teaching subject: Used with three categories: elementary, secondary core, secondary
non-core. Elementary was used as the reference group because elementary teachers
work in a different context than secondary teachers.

•

Marital status: Used with three categories: married, single, divorced. The reference
group was married as it typified the majority of teachers in our sample.

•

Number of dependents: Used as a continuous variable.
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•

Household income: Used as a continuous variable.

•

Wage earner status: Used with two categories: primary wage earner (0) and
secondary wage earner (1). Co-wage earners and contributing wage earners were
combined into the secondary wage earner category because the Pearson Chi-Square
analysis indicated that these teachers tended to agree in their ranking of the factors.

Also included as variables were the satisfaction in current position questions within the four
factors of SALARY, ADMIN, MEDICAL, and DIFF. Satisfaction was used as categorical
variables with three different levels: high (answered 5 or 6), medium (answered 3 or 4), and low
(answered 1 or 2). Likelihood to retire from education was also used with the same 3 categorical
levels as satisfaction. The medium levels were used as reference variables for the analysis.
Limitations
With only a 17% response rate there is a risk of completion bias. Teachers who did not
complete the survey may have ranked the factors differently or may have had different
characteristics than those in the sample. There was a relatively higher age average (40 years)
than you would anticipate, based on the state’s teacher demographics (Utah State Board of
Education [USBE], 2012). There also was more representation of secondary teachers in our
overall sample than is present in the overall population (USBE, 2012). This completion bias may
have especially skewed responses in relation to race or gender. However, these sample
demographics of gender and race match Utah teacher population demographics generally
speaking (USBE, 2012). This requires me to temper my confidence in these results because the
low response rate and potential completion bias. This means that these data are not generalizable
to a larger sample. These data should not be considered to be representational of other groups of
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teachers outside the sample itself, however this does not mean that there would not be
similarities between what teachers value in this sample and with other samples of teachers.
The data were self-reported so there is the chance of teachers giving misinformation.
However, it was anonymous, and there is no reason to think that these teachers would lie or
mislead in their answers. Also, there is nothing to be gained from the teachers by lying, as no
data collected would directly influence any teacher in any way. It was also in the teachers’ best
interest to tell the truth. Giving honest responses enabled teachers to tell us what they valued so
that any potential repercussions of this study might influence changes in how districts handle
these factors in a meaningful way for teachers. Self-reported data lets us know what people say
they care about, and these teachers know what they value better than anyone else.
Regarding the variables used in this study, it is a limitation to consider that I might have
missed the variables or variable that matters most in teacher values. The four factors of
SALARY, DIFFICULT, ADMIN, and MEDICAL are not exhaustive of all the factors that
influence teachers and their values. Other factors should continue to be explored and compared
to some of the factors I chose in this study. Similarly, there may be other teacher characteristics
that predict teachers’ values. No individual characteristic I chose showed a major impact on how
teachers prioritize these factors. This could mean that I may have overlooked characteristics that
better predict teacher values, or it could be that no such characteristic exists and that teacher
values and the priority of those values is a complex system with many characteristics showing
significant impacts, but no single characteristic having that huge impact.
By ranking the data, the decision was made to organize the data as ordinal and not
continuous data. An inherent limitation with this decision that is important is that conclusions
made must be in the order that teachers value these factors and not in their absolute values.
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Therefore, no attempt was made to interpret how much more teachers value salary than the other
factors or how much more a particular characteristic impacts rankings in relation to another
factor.
Results
These results are organized according to the analysis performed for each research
question posed in this project. The results are interpreted in the context of each type of analysis
with a focus on findings that are statistically significant. Descriptive statistics are described first
followed by cross tabs with Chi-Square analysis. The simple rank and scenario rankings are then
compared. The cluster analysis is then explored, and a final series of logistic regressions are
performed.
How Teachers Rank Without Context
A descriptive summary of the responses to the simple rank question can be seen in Table
2. SALARY was, on average, ranked highest with a mean simple rank of 1.77 and 222 teachers
ranking SALARY as 1. The ranking was from 1-4 where 1 was the highest and 4 the lowest.
ADMIN was the second highest ranked factor, with an average rank of 2.41 and fewer teachers
ranking it as the most important factor. On the whole, DIFFICULT was seen as the third most
important and MEDICAL was seen as the least important when compared to the other three
factors.
Differences in how teachers with different characteristics ranked these factors is
presented in Table 3. Grayed rows show the results of the Chi-Square tests, with the values that
are statistically significant in bold. The numbers in the white rows are the percentage that
reported each specific factor as their number 1 rank and the expected data. The “expected data”
represents anticipated results if the choice was random with no influence from other
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characteristics. Reported, here in the text, are only the data for characteristics showing
statistically significant differences.
Overall, there were not large significant differences in how teachers prioritized the
ranking of the factors for the majority of teacher characteristics. However, there were six
characteristics where the differences in simple rankings were significantly different than the
expected values that would occur due to randomness: gender, education level, teaching subject,
marital status, household income, and wage earner status.
Differences were observed when considering three characteristics of participants’
teaching context. For one, there were significant differences in how male and female teachers
prioritized all four factors, but by looking at the sample it is apparent that there were not enough
male teachers to draw any conclusions from the data. For this reason, gender will be omitted
from the remainder of the analysis. Secondly, teachers with different education levels
significantly differed in how they prioritized the ranking of the factor ADMIN. Specifically,
teachers with some graduate work ranked ADMIN as the top priority more (23.8%) than would
be expected in a random sample of the population (19.6%), while those with master’s degrees or
further education ranked ADMIN as their top priority less (33.3%) than expected (43.8%).
These expected values were taken from the overall population characteristics as the expected
value would match the number of teachers who fit into any characteristic.
Additionally, teachers of different subjects significantly differed in how they ranked
MEDICAL. Teachers of secondary core classes prioritized medical benefits as their top rank
more frequently (60.0%) than expected (35.7%) and higher than those in elementary (20.0%) or
those that teach secondary non-core subjects (20.0%).
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The other three differences were related to teachers’ household situation. One of these
was differences in how teachers of different marital statuses prioritized the ranking of ADMIN.
Individuals who were single ranked ADMIN as their top priority more (23.8%) than expected
(20.3%), whereas those who were married or divorced ranked ADMIN as their top priority less
than expected.
Furthermore, teachers in different household income categories and different wage earner
statuses differed in how they prioritized the ranking of the factors. Unlike the other teacher
characteristics presented above, differences were observed in multiple factors for these
household situation characteristics suggesting their importance in influencing teachers’ values.
Teachers in different household income categories ranked both SALARY and DIFFICULT as
their top priority significantly differently than expected. More teachers in households making
$89,000 or less ranked SALARY as their top priority (47.7%) than expected (39.1%), whereas
people in how the higher income categories valued SALARY as their top priority less frequently
than expected. Additionally, teachers who make the least money (under $89,000) prioritized
perceived teaching difficulty less often (31.3%) than expected (39.1%). Teachers with higher
household incomes, in contrast, rank DIFFICULT their top priority more frequently than
expected.
Teachers at different wage earner statuses differed in how frequently they ranked
SALARY, ADMIN, and DIFFICULT as their top priority. Primary wage earners ranked
SALARY as their top priority more frequently (55.4%) than expected (46.0%). The opposite
trend was found for ADMIN with primary wage earners ranking ADMIN as their top priority
less frequently than expected (35.2% compared to 46.0%) while the co-wage earners (35.2%)
and contributing wage earners (29.5%) ranked it as their top priority greater than expected

17
(32.0% vs 22.0%). Finally, primary wage earners ranked DIFFICULT less often as their top
priority (33.3%) than expected (46.0%).
Comparing Simple and Scenario Rankings
Simple rankings and scenario rankings were compared using means and the changes in
between their means to see differences in how people rank SALARY, ADMIN, MEDICAL, and
DIFFICULT with and without context. This analysis shows that these ranks are very similar
overall in these two approaches (see Figure 3). However, this analysis shows some interesting
differences. These differences are shown with a positive change indicating a lower ranking and a
negative change indicates a shift towards a higher rank (see Table 4). SALARY was ranked first
more frequently on simple rankings than when teachers had to choose between a higher salary
and other factors. Teachers also ranked DIFFICULT first more frequently when they had to
choose between two factors. This was the largest difference between simple and scenario
rankings.
Both ADMIN and MEDICAL saw an increase in the number of times they ranked first.
ADMIN was a small difference in value from the simple rank to the scenario rankings (.17).
MEDICAL however, was the most different between the two rankings with a mean change of
.82. The difference between rankings went from fourth, or last place in the rank, to third and was
much closer to second than it had been to third previously. All the correlations between the
simple and scenario rank were statistically significant, as was to be expected.
Clustering Teachers by Factor Ranks
The two-step cluster resulted in a model with seven clusters of teachers who prioritized
the four factors in similar ways. The number of clusters was initially automatically calculated to
begin developing an overall model solution. The initial unspecified model estimated 14 clusters,
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and subsequent specifications used this as a starting point to specify K-means to find models that
had good fit for our data and future analysis that was parsimonious as well as within the
estimates of a good fit. These included models with 4, 5, 7, 8, and 10 clusters. I selected the 7cluster model because it allowed for as many clusters as possible while still having descriptive
power with high BIC model fit quality criterion. The seven-cluster solution was in the high-fair
category for quality and good distributions. The size of the smallest cluster was 35 participants
(7.8% of the sample) and the largest cluster including 86 participants (19.2% of the sample)
which has a ratio from the largest to smallest of 2.46.
Clusters represent teachers’ values in relationship to the four factors they were presented
with by similarities, by maximizing the log-likelihood between cases, and grouping cases that are
nearest together. However, as cases are not identical, and there is variance within the seven
clusters as shown by the percentage of cluster members who ranked that variable the same rank
(Table 5). Of the seven clusters, six have at least one factor that all members (cases of ranking)
ranked the same (100%), but they also do have factors where around half of the members diverge
on the rank.
Some of the factors proved more important overall for organizing teachers into distinct
groups. SALARY ranking became the most influential variable overall when sorting teachers
into cluster groups. ADMIN ranking was the next most influential, followed by MEDICAL rank.
The DIFFICULT ranking was the least influential variable used to create these clusters. This was
indicated by the two-step clustering predictor importance value which shows the relative
importance of each variable in estimating the model.
Clusters 1, 2, and 3 were those clusters who ranked SALARY as the top priority. Cluster
1 is typified by 100% of participants who ranked SALARY highest, and a majority (87.9%) of
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participants ranking ADMIN second. This cluster follows the mean rank order from Table 4 and
is most in line with the mean rankings of the entire sample with MEDICAL third and
DIFFICULT as the fourth ranked value. Cluster 2 is composed of individuals who all ranked
ADMIN as the third most important factor and the majority placing SALARY as the most
important factor (86.6%). Cluster 3 is composed of individuals who all valued SALARY as the
most important factor and the vast majority (94.3%) of members agreed that ADMIN was the
least valuable factor.
Clusters 4, 5, and 6 were clusters where the highest priority were each different factors
other than SALARY. Cluster 4 is composed of participants who all ranked ADMIN as the most
important and the majority (75.6%) picking SALARY as second most important, flipping these
two important variables as compared to Cluster 1. Cluster 5 is composed of individuals who all
placed the two factors usually considered as monetized benefits both at the top with all members
ranking MEDICAL the highest and the vast majority (93.8%) ranking SALARY the second
highest. Cluster 6 is composed of individuals who ranked DIFFICULT as the most important
factor (45%) as well as SALARY as the least important factor (55%). It is also the only cluster to
not have a factor where all members agreed upon the value of any factor, with the highest
agreement of SALARY as the least important factor. It also is the smallest cluster with 35
members which is 7.8% of the entire sample size.
Cluster 7 is the only group characterized by what they do not value. Members entirely
agree that DIFFICULT has the lowest rank. It is also unique in that SALARY was considered the
third most valuable factor by the vast majority (93.8%).
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Teacher Characteristics Within Clusters Explored
Logistic regression was used to predict membership in each cluster according to teacher
characteristics. Table 6 is the display of the individual characteristics with significance within the
model and overall results of these analyses for each of the seven models. Continuous variables
were interpreted in terms of the ratio increase in likelihood to predicting cluster membership.
Categorical variables were interpreted as likelihood for cluster membership as compared to the
reference categories.
The logistic regression models for clusters 1, 6, and 7 had no significant relationships
related to characteristics found within these models. Cluster 1 is in line with average responses
from teachers overall in the scenario ranking. The teachers in Cluster 1 have rankings that match
the average ranking seen in Table 3 for the scenario rank. This representation of the average
scenario ranking is the microcosm of the larger sample, and this may be why there are no clear
patterns of characteristics that predict membership in this cluster. Cluster 6 did not have
significant characteristics to explain membership, this is probably due to there being low
agreement on the ranking orders of factors. Cluster 7 was typified only by all teachers agreeing
that DIFFICULT was the least valuable factor of the four. The lack of statistical significance
across teacher characteristics is not easily understood. Perhaps this modeling does not capture the
characteristics that set these teachers’ positionalities apart from those in other clusters and helps
explain their ranking combinations.
The other models, however, included statistically significant predictors of cluster
membership. Cluster 2 was defined by having members who ranked SALARY the highest and
then all agreed that ADMIN was ranked third. The strongest predictor of Cluster 2 membership
was wage earner status: those who were the primary wage earner were 3.328 times more likely
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with a 95% confidence interval of [1.469, 7.533] to be in this cluster than those who were not the
primary wage earners. The other two predictors were much weaker, with teachers who teach
secondary non-core classes being .424 times less likely (95% [.204, .883]) to be part of this
cluster than those who teach secondary core classes. The teachers who were dissatisfied with
their current medical benefits were .670 times less likely (95% [.486, .924]) to be a part of this
cluster. In short, primary wage earners, teachers of secondary core classes, and those who were
satisfied with their medical benefits were more likely to be members of Cluster 2.
Cluster 3 members all ranked SALARY as their highest factor and the vast majority
ranked ADMIN as the lowest. Teachers’ membership in this cluster was only predicted by one
characteristic, education level. These teachers with a master’s degree or more were 3.008 times
more likely (95% [1.167, 7.750]) to be in Cluster 3 as compared to those who held a bachelor’s
degree. Thus, teachers with higher levels of education are more likely to value SALARY the
most and ADMIN the least.
Cluster 4 was the only cluster in which all members placed ADMIN as the highest ranked
factor. The majority also ranked SALARY second. Teachers’ memberships in this cluster were
significantly predicted by four characteristics, three of which at a high level. The strongest
predictor of Cluster 4 membership was high satisfaction with the perceived difficulty of their
current teaching position; 3.148 times more likely (95% [1.355, 8.620]) than those with medium
satisfaction. Marital status was just slightly less predictive, with single teachers being 3.135
times more likely (95% [1.312, 7.480]) to be members of this group compared to those who were
married. Next, membership in Cluster 4 was predicted by participants’ likelihood to retire from
education; those with high likelihood (2.641 times (95% [1.340, 5.203]) or low likelihood of
retirement (2.228 times (95% [1.062, 4.673])) were more likely to be part of this cluster than
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those with medium likelihood of retirement from education. This shows that Cluster 4 includes
those who are polarized in the likelihood of retirement and are not those who are on the
fence. Finally, the weakest predictor of Cluster 4 membership was wage earner status. Primary
wage earners were .290 times less likely (95% [1.26, .667]) to be members of this group as
compared to those who were not primary wage earners.
Cluster 5 was the only cluster where all teachers within this cluster agreed that
MEDICAL ranked highest and the majority ranked SALARY as second most important. Cluster
5 membership for teachers was predicted by four characteristics: years taught, marital status,
wage earner status, and likelihood to retire. Wage earner status was the strongest predictor of
Cluster 5 membership; primary wage earners were 2.134 times more likely (95% [.9994, 4.556])
to be in this cluster than teachers who were not primary wage earners. Similarly, being a member
within this cluster becomes 1.046 times more likely (95% [1.002, 1.092]) for each year of
teaching experience. Minor predictors included likelihood of retiring (teachers with a low
likelihood of retiring were .371 times less likely to be in this cluster than those with a medium
likelihood of retiring) and marital status cluster members were .206 times less likely (95% [.096,
.702]) to be single than married.
Some teacher characteristics were never found to be significant predictors of cluster
membership. These characteristics were (a) teaching elementary as compared to secondary core
teachers, (b) being divorced as compared to being married, (c) age, (d) number of dependents, (e)
household income, (f) low or high satisfaction with current administrative support compared to
the middle satisfaction, (g) low satisfaction with salary at current position compared to middle
satisfaction, and (h) low satisfaction with medical benefits at current position compared to
middle satisfaction.
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Summary of Results by Question
The first question in this study is “How do teachers report the relative value of SALARY,
MEDICAL, ADMIN, and DIFFICULT?” It was found that teachers, on the whole, ranked these
factors from most to least important: SALARY, ADMIN, DIFFICULT, and MEDICAL.
SALARY had the highest average ranking and the greatest number of teachers who selected it as
the highest rank. ADMIN and DIFFICULT were closer in their rankings whereas MEDICAL
was clearly the lowest ranked factor.
The second question of this study is “How do teachers rank these factors in context of the
desirability of actual potential job positions and how does this compare to their simple ranking of
these factors?” It was found that when asked in context of scenarios teachers ranked, on average,
the factors in the following order: SALARY, ADMIN, MEDICAL, DIFFICULT. As compared
to the simple ranking, we see that MEDICAL and DIFFICULT switched rank orders. Medical
benefits had the greatest change in rank, being more highly valued when placed in a context than
when presented in a list. SALARY and ADMIN became much closer together in average ranking
with more individuals ranking ADMIN as their highest factor over SALARY in the context of
scenarios.
The third question of this study is “How do value rankings naturally combine into
profiles of values for teachers?” The analysis indicated that a seven-cluster model was the best fit
for these data. Of the seven clusters, three were typified by ranking SALARY as first and
changing the ranking of ADMIN. Three groups were typified by each having members who
chose one of the remaining three different factors as rank 1. The seventh cluster was uniquely
typified by ranking DIFFICULT as the lowest rank possible for a factor.
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The final research question asked, “How are teacher characteristics (e.g., age, years
taught, education level, teaching subject) related to the ways they rank and value these options
and combinations?” This question was answered by using a series of logistic regressions to
predict membership in the clusters based on characteristics of teachers. Wage earner status was a
significant predictor for three clusters, and the strongest predictor for both Clusters 2 and 5. Both
the likelihood to retire and marital status were predictors for two clusters. Five other
characteristics (years taught, education level, teaching subject, satisfaction with current
MEDICAL, and satisfaction with current DIFFICULT) were predictors for just one cluster.
Discussion
This discussion begins with what I have learned about the nuances of teacher values in a
population of teachers and then discusses the four factors of SALARY, ADMIN, MEDICAL,
and DIFFICULT. Following this will be a discussion of what has been learned about how
characteristics may situate teachers in relation to the values they indicate.
Teachers Are Not the Same
The findings of this study clearly show that teachers are not a monolith of what they
value; there are nuances and differences in the rankings of these factors and the characteristics of
the teachers within groupings. I found seven distinct ways teachers rank the four factors. I focus
on in distinct combinations in this study. These seven profiles of teachers have similarities within
groups but also have differences with the other distinct profiles. This complicates the idea that
there is a simple fix to teacher attrition due to what they value in teaching positions. There
cannot simply be one solution when teachers’ values are so different from each other. Not all
teachers will react the same when administrators or policymakers make a change to reduce
teacher attrition—and a change may even go against what some teachers value in their positions.
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However, these findings provide insights into what teachers value and how these values differ
among groups of teachers.
Salary
Salary is what these teachers indicated that they valued the most—more than medical
benefits, more than administrative support, and more than perceived teaching difficulty. This
finding justifies the emphasis on teachers’ salary in the literature (Clandinin et al., 2009; Dolton,
1990; Tumwesigye et al., 2020). This concern with salary is elevated for teachers who act as the
primary wage earners in their household, for those who hold master’s degrees, and for those who
have lower household incomes.
Salary may be so highly valued because it is the most flexible of the four factors, as it can
meet a variety of needs. Notably, an increase in salary may be considered more valuable than an
increase in medical benefits because the increased money could pay for medical costs if they
arise, or for other needs and wants. Money provides options. Salary can also serve as a signal of
status or value and can both reflect and influence how a profession is viewed (Elfers et al., 2008).
Perhaps teachers feel undervalued by society because of the low salary, relative to other
professions with similar education levels. Thus, this study confirms the assertion that salary must
be a part of the conversation on reducing teacher attrition (Boe et al., 2008).
While many teachers may want an increase in salary there is evidence that some teachers
are satisfied with their current salary levels. However, teachers with high satisfaction with
current salary were still found to value it higher than teachers with medium satisfaction. This
may be indicative of those who value salary choosing positions based on that value when they
are able (Loonstra et al., 2009). It would be interesting to see if these teachers had other things in
common that would explain why their satisfaction is high with their factors. Some of these
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similarities might be distance from school, class size, willingness to commute to work, and many
others.
Even though many teachers seem to value salary particularly high, I caution against using
my study to justify reducing the amount of money allocated for the other three factors. Ranking
salary as the highest value does not mean that the other factors are not necessary or also valued.
As seen in the analysis, the ordering of the factors was highly variable suggesting that all factors
may be important to position satisfaction (Guarino et al., 2006).
Administrative Support
Administrative Support was found to be, on average, teachers’ second most important
factor. This is not surprising as extant research has shown administrative support to influence
how teachers feel about their jobs (Guarino et al., 2006; Gunther, 2019), how it affects attrition
(Johnson, 2006), and how clear expectations and goals for teacher and students influence
teachers values (Craig, 2014).
Teachers who were found to prioritize administrative support were those that had
bachelor’s degrees, were single, contributed less than 60% of their household income, had high
satisfaction with their positions in terms of how they perceived the difficulty of the work, had
either high likelihood to retire or low likelihood to retire as opposed to medium likelihood. The
teachers who were found not to value administration were teachers who had master’s degrees
and were primary wage earners.
When trying to define what good administrative support was for teachers it was not clear
what that should be (Arends, 1982; Billingsley & Cross, 1992; Katsantonis, 2020). Some
teachers may consider good administrative support to be when the administration stays in their
office and has little to no interaction with teachers (Keigher, 2010). Other teachers may feel the
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exact opposite and consider good administrative support to be when their administration checks
in regularly to see how they are going and sometimes observes the teacher and gives feedback on
their teaching (Hughes et al., 2015), or even asking teachers for input on decisions administration
makes (Newberry & Allsop, 2017). This is a nuanced and complicated personal preference for
each teacher.
Regardless of the reasons why teachers value administrative support so highly, it is
apparent that if districts and schools want to do something for teachers that is non-monetary, then
giving support to teachers from administration should be a high priority. In fact, in some
instances (including special education) previous research has found that administrative support
may be the greatest influence on teacher attrition (Billingsley & Cross, 1992). In this study and
in other known research it is abundantly clear that districts and schools should proactively find
out how supported their teachers feel and where the gaps in that support may be (Hughes, 2012;
Salokangas et al., 2020).
Medical Benefits
Teachers in this sample valued medical benefits as part of a teaching position as the
lowest (simple rank) and the second lowest (scenario rank). Teachers who prioritized medical
benefits were those that had taught for longer, were secondary core teachers, and were primary
wage earners. The teachers found to prioritize medical benefits less were those who were single
and had low likelihood of retiring from education.
It is apparent that out of the four factors medical benefits are not valued highly, but there
were indications that as teachers gain experience in the classroom, they tend to value medical
benefits in greater amounts. It might be that, because the teachers tend to be young and do not
have very many medical needs, they value these benefits less than older teachers (though there
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were no observed differences with age). It may be that medical benefits are undervalued because
teachers take them for granted and assume that they will always be there and, compared to other
professions, be of a high quality. The research presented on teacher attrition is filled with a
plethora of factors (Borman & Dowling, 2008), none of which were medical benefits of any
kind. This is surprising considering the investment schools make on benefits (Office of
Legislative Auditor General State of Utah, 2011).
Medical benefits could be considered different things by different people just as with
administrative support. Defining good medical benefits is particularly difficult, especially when
each state and/or district has different benefits and plans offered to teachers. It may be hard for
some people to know how their benefits compare to other districts or other jobs because they are
complicated things with premiums that vary, out of pocket maximums that vary greatly, and
current doctors network status is not known until after coverage is granted (Andersen et al.,
2012; Blumenthal, 2006).
If we assume that reducing benefits and using that money for another factor like salary
will reduce teacher attrition across the board then we will see these teachers who do value
medical benefits likely to experience more attrition. Reducing medical benefits would especially
impact those teachers who have greater experience that do value medical benefits more.
Teaching Difficulty
Teaching difficulty was the bottom ranked factor in scenario ranking and was found to be
influenced by household income and wage earner status. Teachers who were co-wage earners
(40-60% of income) and whose households brought in greater than $89,000 were more likely to
prioritize teaching difficulty. If districts or schools want to improve teachers’ experience with
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teaching difficulty more research should be done to figure out what things constitute what
teaching difficulty means to their teachers.
Teaching difficulty is a hard factor to nail down. Studies have shown that there are many
characteristics of teaching that can cause teachers to experience greater difficulty (Savran &
Çakiroglu, 2003). Usually these are presented as values of teachers. Some of these values
include: class size (Gezel, 2020), school behavior plans, parental support (Trice, 2015), the
number of expulsions or suspensions (Steinberg & Lacoe, 2017), other student behavioral
concerns (Steinberg & Lacoe, 2017), and many others.
Teaching difficulty was ultimately chosen in this study to contain all the various factors
and things that contribute to the difficulty within any single teaching position over another. This
study found that some teachers do not rank teaching difficulty highly in importance. Teaching
difficulty was ranked differently in the simple and scenario rank. In the simple ranking it was
rank three but in context it was seen as the lowest valued factor (four). Cluster 7 clearly shows
that, at least for some teachers, this is something that is not important to their consideration of
teaching positions. This does not mean that they consider their current teaching positions easy or
that it does not matter how hard a teaching position is compared to another profession. It simply
means that those teachers do consider it a high priority when considering other teaching positions
or factors. Perhaps teachers do not expect their job to be easy and that it is not something that is
overly concerning.
I believe that teachers have various influences that make different teaching positions
more difficult than others and that this accounts for the wide range of priorities within rankings
about the difficulty of teaching positions. I assert that future research should take a closer look to
see what within this umbrella category do teachers consider most and how they value these
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overall. Much of the research looking at these factors within teaching difficulty has looked at
them as unrelated ideas (Borman & Dowling, 2008; Guarino et al., 2006; Hanushek & Rivkin,
2007) instead of correlated things that ultimately have more in common than separate.
Teacher Characteristics
Multiple teacher characteristics were found to be significant in this study. Discussion of
these characteristics are broken down into the five main categories of characteristics: household
situations, teaching context, personal demographics, satisfaction with current position, and
likelihood to retire from education.
Household Situation
Teachers’ household situations had the most impact on their rankings of the factors. In
fact, the most influential of teacher characteristics were wage earner status and household
income. Wage earner status was the characteristic that showed up time and time again through
this project. This is interesting as wage earner status is one of the most under-researched
characteristics used in this study (Gilpin, 2011). In the logistic regression it was shown teachers
who are responsible for most of their household income value their salary and medical benefits
much higher than those who are not the primary wage earners. However, these primary wage
earners prioritized how much money they make higher than expected while prioritizing how well
their administration supports them and the difficulty within teaching are lower than expected.
This is probably caused by an increased need for more money since they are the ones who
primarily supply it; they are also then the ones who most likely need to provide insurance for
their families as this is tied to workplace in the US (Gilpin, 2011). This result is then
compounded by the fact that teachers who were married valued medical benefits higher than
their single counterparts.
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In regard to household income, it is interesting that there seems to be a change of the rank
of values as overall household income increases. I found that teachers whose households earn
less than $89,000 were much more likely to rank salary as first and administrative support
towards the bottom. This finding matches previous research asserting that low-income levels
caused attrition to occur at higher rates than high income levels (Gilpin, 2011; Harrell et al.,
2004). However, in the logistic regression models there was no significant predictors found when
used as a continuous variable. In the context of this study with teacher values these findings
seems to indicate that teachers need to reach a minimum of income and that their value lies in
obtaining income until they reach a threshold that allows them to worry about other values more,
but that there is no consistent relationship between how increasing the amount of money that
households of teachers bring in influences any specific priority of rank orders.
It is clear that as teachers have further familial responsibilities, monetary factors such as
salary and medical benefits take a much higher priority. However, it is of note that dependents
did not affect how teachers rank these factors. This absence of impact of the number of
dependents is interesting as previous research showed that having a child (increasing dependents
by 1) was a predictor of attrition (Borman & Dowling, 2008; Lortie, 2002).
Teaching Context
Two teaching context characteristics were found to influence rankings of values: teaching
level and teaching subject. A teacher who has a master’s degree is more likely to value salary
higher and their administrative support lower than their peers with not as much education. It
could be that as education increases values may change. These changes could be based on the
new perception these teachers gained by studying various topics necessary to get a master’s
degree. It is more likely that getting a master’s degree is a consequence of valuing salary highly
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and getting a master’s degree or more is a major way to increase salary for teachers. This may
impact the debate within research of the impact that education level has on attrition (Auwarter &
Aruguete, 2008; Hanushek et al., 2019; Hernandez et al., 2021; Johansen et al., 2011). If teachers
with a master’s degree are more likely to value their salary and less likely to value ADMIN then
it is not too difficult to see how teachers with a master’s degree could have more lucrative
options outside of education, which could result in higher attrition rates for teachers with
master’s degrees (Harrell et al., 2004; Lortie, 2002).
Intriguingly, the second teaching context characteristics was teaching subject. Teachers
who are secondary teachers, but do not teach core classes, were shown to value salary and
medical benefits less than secondary teachers who teach core classes. Perhaps there is a link
between the subjects of degrees and what goals and needs the teachers have. This is something
that could be studied further to see what differences there are between teachers who teach core
and non-core classes at the secondary level.
Personal Demographics
The only personal demographic characteristic found to have any significant impact on
rankings was years taught. As teachers stay teaching longer, they are more likely to rank the
value of their medical benefits higher. This is interesting that those teachers who have taught for
a while either have always ranked the value of their medical benefits high and newer teachers for
whatever reason find medical benefits less valuable; or, it could be that as teachers’ careers go on
their value of their medical benefits naturally increases. Research of teaching experience has
shown that in the first five years, more attrition occurs and then significantly drops off only to
slowly grow and then peak again at retirement (Fuller, 1969; Grissmer & Kirby, 1997; Ingersoll,
2001). It is not exactly clear on how the change of valuing medical benefits could be linked to
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attrition, only that perhaps as teachers approach retirement, they need medical benefits more.
Though it is very strange that age was not found to impact any factor significantly since years
taught and age usually coincide with each other.
Satisfaction With Current Position
Satisfaction was split into three categories for each of the four factors: those that have
high satisfaction, medium, and low satisfaction. Only one type and level within all the
satisfaction variables was found to have influence on teacher priorities and it was having a high
satisfaction with the teaching difficulty they experience. Research for teacher satisfaction in
regards to attrition has shown that attrition is at least partially caused by the difference between
what teachers’ value and what they are given (Smith, 2021). This means that if teachers value
something and that is not met then they are more likely to leave their profession to fulfill those
values.
I found that teachers who were highly satisfied with the difficulty of their teaching
position valued administrative support more highly than those with only medium satisfaction
with teaching difficulty. It could be that these teachers relish in difficult situations and value their
administration as a way to have support to work through these situations. It could also be the
opposite that these teachers feel that they do not have difficult teaching assignments and attribute
that to administrative support. This could be studied further to see what teachers think about
teaching difficulties in regard to how they feel about their individual administration’s support
and see what things might be similar or correlate together. There are so many reasons why this
relationship between satisfaction with teaching difficulty and prioritizing administrative support
may occur that research should be done to discover this link.
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Likelihood for Retirement
Likelihood for retirement was broken down into three categories those with high
likelihood to retire from education, those that are on the fence (medium likelihood) and those
who probably will not retire in education (low likelihood). Only high and low likelihoods to
retire were significant in rankings of teacher values. Both teachers with high likelihood to retire
and teachers with low likelihood to retire were found to prioritize ADMIN the most. These two
groups of teachers prioritizing ADMIN shows that there are probably two distinct reasons
retirement might influence the priority that administration support can play on teachers.
First, for teachers who mark being more likely to retire this could indicate that those who
intend to stay in education for the full 30 years see the value in supportive administrations to
help them thrive within those many years. This could signal that for these teachers experiencing
high levels of attrition, a potential part of the solution could be to give them better support from
their school and districts administration.
Second, for teachers who do not see themselves retiring in teaching, they may anticipate
their time in education as a steppingstone to something else. That perspective on their position
could indicate that they want their time in education to be as good of an experience as possible
before moving on. It could indicate that administration support can help these teachers have a
positive experience and could, in the future, give them positive things to say about education
after leaving to bring other teachers into education.
Since one definition of attrition is those who leave the profession before retirement
(Ingersoll & Smith, 2003), it is important to look at what values the teachers that have low
likelihood of retiring value as well as the teachers who will likely stay all 30 years, to decrease
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their attrition. As we continue to ask about teachers values in regard to how satisfied they are, it
could give a different perspective on what they need that they are not receiving (Ladd, 2011).
Future Research
Though teacher values have been studied for many years, values should still be
considered a priority to figure out and help reduce teacher attrition. There is a continuing need to
ask teachers what they value to continue to understand why attrition is occurring, and to find
ways to reduce that attrition by giving teachers more of what they value. This study shows that
all teachers are not the same, and that there is not one fix-all solution within the characteristics
and factors I studied. Teacher values are complex and need to be studied more deeply to
understand the differences that teachers have. It is also important to note that the characteristics
found to be most impactful in this study were those characteristics that occurred outside of
schools and classrooms. The personal lives of teachers and their experiences in their homes and
personal lives greatly impact what they value as teachers.
This study shows the need to ask teachers what they value in context. In this study,
ranking in context was done with scenarios, but future research should explore other alternatives
for asking teachers contextually what they value instead of asking them to rank something
outright.
Future studies may look at teacher values in relation to other teacher characteristics that
might impact what teachers value. By looking at other factors, a greater picture of who teachers
are and what values different groupings of teachers may include can be seen. By using the
additional 54 questions for the scenarios, there was a limit in the number of factors that could be
reasonably included, as this survey did take over 30 minutes to complete. If different factors are
to be studied (and I suggest they should be) one or two of these factors compared to others found
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in literature should be considered. Many of these factors could be studied as either the teacher
characteristics (who these teachers are affects what they value), or they could be studied as
values that teachers hold. These other factors that could be studied might include class size
(Guarino et al., 2006), school proximity to home (Engel et al., 2014), stress level (Madigan &
Kim, 2021), specific student behavior (Kengatharan, 2020), number of teacher support staff
(Ingersoll, 2001), among potential others.
Conclusions
The purpose of this study was to explore what teachers value in a teaching position to
better understand how these values may impact teacher attrition. It has been shown that if
teachers’ values are not satisfied then they are more likely to experience attrition (Madigan &
Kim, 2021; Smith, 2021). By looking at rank values it is simple to see priorities for
administration within districts and schools to focus on. Many studies try to find absolute values
for various factors (e.g., Gunther, 2019), but in this study I chose to focus on understanding the
ranking of values instead of the extent to which one factor is valued over another. Only one other
study of which I know has asked what teachers value in the context of multiple factors as they
would face in real life (Gunther, 2019). Also, no known study has considered ways these values
cluster together and the characteristics of participants in different value profiles.
The differences found within teacher responses about their priorities within the four
factors show the need to improve how we ask teachers about what they value. This study has
found that asking teachers to simply rank their values elicits different responses then asking them
to select one of two job offers. Other than Gunther (2019), research has yet to explore values in
context of actual teaching positions and how these values influence teachers’ decisions to stay,
leave, or join any district or the profession of teaching. This is an important improvement in
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research methodology and suggests that asking to rank their values in context is something we
should continue to do. Using scenarios helps to situate the factors in a hierarchy that is
contextualized and gives more information than seen in previous studies. By clustering data into
profiles of teachers, a more holistic view of what teachers’ value in combinations can be shown
and the complex social positionalities that frame the ways teachers evaluate teaching positions
can be seen. By looking deeply at who teachers are and how they value these elements of a
teaching job, stake holders can reduce attrition and improve teacher retention.
This research shows that the positionalities and characteristics that teachers have outside
of their professional lives can impact how teachers prioritize and rank these four factors. Often in
research, teachers’ professional lives are studied most often but this study shows the need to
think outside of those boundaries and look at teachers as individuals whose lives outside of their
teaching positions impacting their values and needs within their professional positions.
Teachers often need their financial needs met before other values can become more
significant. As we understand teachers’ rankings of values in the real complexity of considering
teaching positions, it helps to begin to paint the picture of the vast life experiences and social
positionalities that influence teacher values and thus influence teacher attrition when these values
are under met.
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Tables
Table 1
Teacher Characteristics (n=448)
Characteristic

n

%

Mean

SD

Female

365

82

Male

81

18

Prefer not to say

2

0

Other

37

8

White

411

92

Age

40

11

Years Taught

12

9

3.3

1.6

Gender

Race

Licensure Route
Traditional

353

79

Non-traditional

95

21

Bachelors

164

37

Some graduate

88

20

Masters+

196

44

Elementary

141

32

Secondary core

160

36

Secondary non-core

147

33

Married

326

73

Single

91

20

Divorced

31

7

Education Level

Teaching Subject

Marital Status

Number of Dependents
Household Income

$107,216

$50,501

Wage Earner Status
Primary

204

46

Co-earner

142

32

Contributing

102

22

Note. Means and Standard deviations (SD) are only given for continuous variables.
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Table 2
Simple Ranking of the Four Factors (n = 448)
Simple Ranking

Teachers Who Ranked
Factor as 1

Mean

SD

SALARY

1.77

.882

222

ADMIN

2.41

1.048

105

DIFFICULT

2.63

1.116

96

MEDICAL

3.19

.925

25
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Table 3
Frequencies and Percentages (%) of First Choices in Simple Rank Question Across Select
Teacher Characteristics
SALARY

ADMIN

DIFFICULT

MEDICAL

Expected

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

(%)

***

**

**

**

Male

58 (26.1)

9 (8.6)

7 (7.3)

7 (28.0)

(18.1)

Female

164 (73.9)

96 (91.4)

88 (91.7)

17 (68.0)

(81.5)

Other

23 (10.4)

6 (5.7)

6 (6.3)

2 (8.0)

(8.2)

White

199 (89.6)

99 (94.3)

90 (93.8)

23 (92)

(91.7)

20-30

51 (23.0)

21 (20.0)

20 (20.8)

7 (28.0)

(22.1)

31-40

62 (29.7)

34 (32.4)

26 (27.1)

4 (16.0)

(28.1)

41-55

77 (34.7)

41 (39.0)

43 (44.8)

7 (28.0)

(37.5)

56+

32 (14.4)

9 (8.6)

7 (7.3)

7 (28.0)

(12.3)

>5

69 (31.1)

30 (28.6)

26 (27.1)

7 (28.0)

(29.4)

6-15

91 (41.0)

53 (50.5)

51 (53.1)

7 (28.0)

(45.1)

16<

62 (27.9)

22 (21.0)

19 (19.8)

11 (44.0)

(25.4)

Traditional

167 (76.6)

90 (85.7)

76 (80.0)

20 (80.0)

(78.8)

Non-traditional

51 (23.4)

15 (14.3)

19 (20.0)

5 (20.0)

(20.1)

Characteristics
Gender

Race

Age

Years Taught

Licensure Route

Education Level

*
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SALARY

ADMIN

DIFFICULT

MEDICAL

Expected

Bachelors

77 (34.7)

45 (42.9)

35 (36.5)

7 (28.0)

(36.6)

Some graduate

43 (19.4)

25 (23.8)

16 (16.7)

4 (16.0)

(19.6)

Masters+

102 (45.9)

35 (33.3)

45 (46.9)

14 (56.0)

(43.8)

*

Teaching Subject
Elementary

66 (29.7)

42 (40.0)

28 (29.2)

5 (20.0)

(31.5)

Secondary Core

84 (37.8)

31 (29.5)

30 (31.3)

15 (60.0)

(35.7)

Secondary non-Core

72 (32.4)

32 (30.5)

38 (39.6)

5 (20.0)

(32.8)

*

Marital Status
Single

43 (19.4)

25 (23.8)

20 (20.8)

3 (12.0)

(20.3)

Married

160 (72.1)

75 (71.4)

70 (72.9)

21 (84.0)

(72.8)

Divorced

19 (8.6)

5 (4.8)

6 (6.3)

1 (4.0)

31 (6.9)

Household Income

**

*

$12,000 - $89,000

106 (47.7)

38 (36.2)

30 (31.3)

1 (40.0)

(39.1)

$89,001 - $170,000

102 (45.9)

55 (52.4)

49 (51)

11 (44.0)

(48.4)

14 (6.3)

12 (11.4)

17 (17.7)

4 (16.0)

(10.5)

***

*

*

Primary

123 (55.4)

37 (35.2)

32 (33.3)

12 (48.0)

(46.0)

Co-Wage Earner

65 (29.3)

37 (35.2)

34 (35.4)

6 (24.0)

(32.0)

Contributing

34 (15.3)

31 (29.5)

30 (31.3)

7 (28.0)

(22.0)

$170,001 +
Wage Earner Status

Note. * p > .05, ** p > .01, *** p > .001. Statistically significant data in bold.
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Table 4
Comparing Simple and Scenario Rankings of Teacher Values
Mean Ranking

Teachers Who Ranked 1

Simple

Scenario

Difference

Correlation (r)

Simple

Scenario

SALARY

1.77

2.08

.31

.325***

222

155

ADMIN

2.41

2.24

-.17

.459***

105

157

DIFFICULT

2.63

3.17

.54

.437***

96

38

MEDICAL

3.19

2.37

-.82

.425***

25

115

*** p > .001
Note. The total number of scenario ranking exceeds to number of participants because there were
17 ties for Rank 1. Also, a negative difference in mean ranking indicates that the factor was
ranked as more important (closer to rank 1) in the scenario rankings than simple ranking.
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Table 5
Two Step Cluster of Scenario Ranks
Cluster

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(4)

Classification

SALARY

SALARY

SALARY

ADMIN

MEDICAL

DIFFICULT

DIFFICULT

Characteristics

(2)

(3)

(4)

(2)

(2)

(4)

(3)

ADMIN

ADMIN

ADMIN

SALARY

SALARY

SALARY

SALARY

(1)

(1)

(1)

(2)

(2)

(4)

(3)

100%

86.6%

100%

75.6%

93.8%

55%

97.4%

(2)

(3)

(4)

(1)

(3)

(3)

(1)

87.9%

100%

94.3%

100%

63.1%

33%

61%

(3)

(2)

(2)

(3)

(1)

(2)

(2)

48.3%

59.7%

65.7%

54.7%

100%

50%

58.4%

(4)

(4)

(3)

(4)

(4)

(1)

(4)

53.4%

58.2%

54.3%

46.5%)

58.5%

45%

100%

%

12.9%

15%

7.8%

19.2%

14.5%

13.4%

17.2%

n

58

67

35

86

65

60

77

Factor

Ranking Within Clusters

SALARY

ADMIN

MEDICAL

Cluster
Size

DIFFICULT

Note. In the descriptive label the ranking of the factor is in parentheses (). The size is shown as a
percentage of the sample set and n is the number of individuals in that cluster. Darker shaded
clusters have more agreement on the rank of that factor.
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Table 6a
Logistic Regression of Cluster 1 With Select Teacher Characteristics
Teacher

Category

B

SE

Wald

Sig

Exp(B)

Age

continuous

-0.006

0.019

0.095

0.758

0.994

Years Taught

continuous

-0.045

0.028

2.622

0.105

0.956

Education Level

Some graduate

0.529

0.395

1.795

0.18

1.698

(bachelors)

Masters+

0.171

0.373

0.211

0.646

1.187

Elementary

0.251

0.374

0.452

0.501

1.286

0.292

0.366

0.634

0.426

1.338

Characteristic

Teaching Subject
(secondary core)

Secondary
non-core

Marital Status

Single

-0.083

0.517

0.026

0.872

0.92

(married)

Divorced

0.418

0.662

0.399

0.527

1.519

Dependents

continuous

-0.062

0.107

0.334

0.564

0.94

Household Income

continuous

0

0

2.912

0.088

1

Wage Earner Status

Primary

-0.183

0.45

0.166

0.684

0.832

SALARY low

-0.097

0.191

0.26

0.61

0.907

SALARY high

0.622

0.514

1.464

0.226

1.863

-0.012

0.169

0.005

0.945

0.988

0.156

0.595

0.069

0.793

1.169

ADMIN low

0.075

0.187

0.162

0.687

1.078

ADMIN high

0.102

0.55

0.035

0.852

1.108

0.056

0.189

0.087

0.768

1.057

-0.254

0.528

0.232

0.63

0.776

-0.489

0.357

1.873

0.171

0.613

-0.179

0.396

0.205

0.651

0.836

-2

1.26

2.518

0.113

0.135

MEDICAL
low
Satisfaction with
Current Position
(middle)

MEDICAL
high

DIFFICULT
low
DIFFICULT
high
Likelihood to Retire
in Education
(middle)

Retirement
high
Retirement
low
Constant

Note. Reference categories shown in parentheses. Significant data are bolded.
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Table 6b
Logistic Regression of Cluster 2 With Select Teacher Characteristics
Teacher

Category

Characteristic

B

S.E.

Wald

Sig.

Exp(B)

Age

continuous

0.031

0.018

2.923

0.087

1.031

Years Taught

continuous

-0.041

0.024

2.968

0.085

0.96

Education Level

Some graduate

0.188

0.413

0.208

0.648

1.207

(bachelors)

Masters+

0.101

0.367

0.076

0.783

1.107

Elementary

-0.369

0.359

1.052

0.305

0.692

-0.858

0.374

5.264

0.022

0.424

-0.798

0.499

2.557

0.11

0.45

Teaching Subject
(secondary core)

Secondary
non-core

Marital Status

Single

(married)

Divorced

0.75

0.54

1.932

0.165

2.117

Dependents

continuous

0.059

0.097

0.367

0.545

1.061

Household Income

continuous

0

0

1.554

0.212

1

Wage Earner Status

Primary

1.202

0.417

8.32

0.004

3.328

SALARY low

-0.267

0.179

2.236

0.135

0.765

SALARY high

1.129

0.509

4.915

0.027

3.093

-0.401

0.164

5.983

0.014

0.67

-0.458

0.753

0.37

0.543

0.633

ADMIN low

0.007

0.175

0.002

0.966

1.007

ADMIN high

-0.295

0.53

0.31

0.578

0.745

-0.105

0.18

0.339

0.56

0.9

-0.254

0.54

0.221

0.638

0.776

-0.323

0.344

0.878

0.349

0.724

MEDICAL
low
Satisfaction with
Current Position
(middle)

MEDICAL
high

DIFFICULT
low
DIFFICULT
high
Likelihood to Retire

Retirement

in Education

high

(middle)

Retirement low

-1.38

0.498

7.667

0.006

0.252

Constant

-0.605

1.206

0.252

0.616

0.546

Note. Reference categories shown in parentheses. Significant data are bolded.
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Table 6c
Logistic Regression of Cluster 3 With Select Teacher Characteristics
Teacher

Category

Characteristic

B

S.E.

Wald

Sig.

Exp (B)

Age

continuous

-0.013

0.026

0.241

0.624

0.988

Years Taught

continuous

-0.007

0.034

0.043

0.837

0.993

Education Level

Some graduate

-0.082

0.663

0.015

0.901

0.921

(bachelors)

Masters+

1.101

0.483

5.208

0.022

3.008

Elementary

0.561

0.469

1.431

0.232

1.752

0.368

0.473

0.606

0.436

1.445

Teaching Subject
(secondary core)

Secondary
non-core

Marital Status

Single

0.256

0.56

0.209

0.648

1.292

(married)

Divorced

0.186

0.764

0.06

0.807

1.205

Dependents

continuous

0.055

0.121

0.208

0.648

1.057

Household Income

continuous

0

0

0.495

0.482

1

Wage Earner Status

Primary

0.236

0.532

0.196

0.658

1.266

SALARY low

-0.295

0.236

1.563

0.211

0.744

SALARY high

-0.028

0.221

0.016

0.898

0.972

MEDICAL

-0.147

0.203

0.524

0.469

0.864

0.209

0.232

0.807

0.369

1.232

ADMIN low

1.078

0.657

2.691

0.101

2.94

ADMIN high

0.109

0.767

0.02

0.887

1.115

DIFFICULT

-0.059

0.656

0.008

0.928

0.942

-0.67

0.668

1.005

0.316

0.512

0.468

0.499

0.879

0.349

1.597

low
Satisfaction with
Current Position
(middle)

MEDICAL
high

low
DIFFICULT
high
Likelihood to Retire

Retirement

in Education

high

(middle)

Retirement low

0.613

0.543

1.271

0.26

1.845

Constant

-2.29

1.595

2.069

0.15

0.101

Note. Reference categories shown in parentheses. Significant data are bolded.
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Table 6d
Logistic Regression of Cluster 4 With Select Teacher Characteristics
Teacher

Category

Characteristic

B

S.E.

Wald

Sig.

Exp(B)

Age

continuous

-0.024

0.018

1.81

0.179

0.976

Years Taught

continuous

-0.042

0.026

2.646

0.104

0.959

-0.045

0.357

0.016

0.899

0.956

Masters+

-0.072

0.32

0.05

0.823

0.931

Elementary

-0.052

0.328

0.025

0.874

0.95

0.074

0.322

0.053

0.818

1.077

Some graduate
Education Level
(bachelors)

Teaching Subject
(secondary core)

Secondary noncore

Marital Status

Single

1.142

0.444

6.621

0.01

3.135

(married)

Divorced

-1.21

1.092

1.237

0.266

0.297

Dependents

continuous

-0.051

0.098

0.27

0.603

0.95

Household Income

continuous

0

0

0.183

0.669

1

Wage Earner Status

Primary

-1.24

0.425

8.49

0.004

0.29

SALARY low

0.028

0.166

0.029

0.865

1.029

SALARY high

-0.34

0.463

0.54

0.462

0.712

MEDICAL low

-0.121

0.149

0.662

0.416

0.886

MEDICAL high

0.32

0.551

0.337

0.561

1.377

ADMIN low

-0.022

0.158

0.02

0.889

0.978

ADMIN high

0.558

0.498

1.256

0.262

1.747

-0.272

0.163

2.776

0.096

0.762

1.229

0.472

6.776

0.009

3.418

Satisfaction with
Current Position
(middle)

DIFFICULT
low
DIFFICULT
high

Likelihood to Retire

Retirement high

0.971

0.346

7.887

0.005

2.641

in Education (middle)

Retirement low

0.801

0.378

4.499

0.034

2.228

Constant

0.52

1.074

0.234

0.629

1.681

Note. Reference categories shown in parentheses. Significant data are bolded.
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Table 6e
Logistic Regression of Cluster 5 With Select Teacher Characteristics
Teacher

Category

Characteristic

B

S.E.

Wald

Sig.

Exp (B)

Age

continuous

-0.012

0.018

0.45

0.503

0.988

Years Taught

continuous

0.045

0.022

4.16

0.041

1.046

Education Level

Some graduate

-0.325

0.411

0.625

0.429

0.722

(bachelors)

Masters+

-0.528

0.355

2.212

0.137

0.59

Elementary

0.224

0.358

0.391

0.532

1.251

0.217

0.352

0.38

0.538

1.242

Teaching Subject
(secondary core)

Secondary
non-core

Marital Status

Single

-1.35

0.508

7.063

0.008

0.26

(married)

Divorced

-0.82

0.64

1.643

0.2

0.44

Dependents

continuous

-0.081

0.098

0.677

0.411

0.923

Household Income

continuous

0

0

0.472

0.492

1

Wage Earner Status

Primary

0.758

0.387

3.835

0.05

2.134

SALARY low

0.076

0.18

0.18

0.672

1.079

SALARY high

0.06

0.17

0.124

0.725

1.062

-0.226

0.163

1.94

0.164

0.797

-0.05

0.173

0.084

0.772

0.951

ADMIN low

-0.93

0.516

3.254

0.071

0.395

ADMIN high

0.116

0.579

0.04

0.841

1.123

0.468

0.521

0.804

0.37

1.596

0.101

0.504

0.04

0.841

1.106

-0.196

0.343

0.328

0.567

0.822

MEDICAL
low
Satisfaction with
Current Position
(middle)

MEDICAL
high

DIFFICULT
low
DIFFICULT
high
Likelihood to Retire

Retirement

in Education

high

(middle)

Retirement low

-0.991

0.464

4.554

0.033

0.371

Constant

-0.886

1.167

0.577

0.448

0.412

Note. Reference categories shown in parentheses. Significant data are bolded.
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Table 6f
Logistic Regression of Cluster 6 With Select Teacher Characteristics
Teacher

Category

Characteristic

B

S.E.

Wald

Sig.

Exp (B)

Age

continuous

0.003

0.02

0.028

0.866

1.003

Years Taught

continuous

0.027

0.025

1.148

0.284

1.027

Education Level

Some graduate

-0.238

0.452

0.279

0.598

0.788

(bachelors)

Masters+

0.183

0.363

0.256

0.613

1.201

Elementary

-0.089

0.362

0.06

0.806

0.915

-0.105

0.367

0.081

0.775

0.9

Teaching Subject
(secondary core)

Secondary
non-core

Marital Status

Single

0.799

0.481

2.755

0.097

2.223

(married)

Divorced

0.925

0.609

2.311

0.128

2.523

Dependents

continuous

0.164

0.096

2.951

0.086

1.179

Household Income

continuous

0

0

0.775

0.379

1

Wage Earner Status

Primary

-0.826

0.438

3.55

0.06

0.438

SALARY low

0.352

0.212

2.756

0.097

1.422

SALARY high

0.332

0.189

3.079

0.079

1.393

0.063

0.166

0.146

0.702

1.065

-0.124

0.182

0.466

0.495

0.883

ADMIN low

-1.007

0.53

3.606

0.058

0.365

ADMIN high

-0.255

0.576

0.196

0.658

0.775

-0.67

0.525

1.627

0.202

0.512

0.477

0.523

0.834

0.361

1.612

-0.542

0.377

2.063

0.151

0.582

MEDICAL
low
Satisfaction with
Current Position
(middle)

MEDICAL
high

DIFFICULT
low
DIFFICULT
high
Likelihood to Retire

Retirement

in Education

high

(middle)

Retirement low

0.586

0.386

2.31

0.129

1.797

Constant

-4.046

1.348

9.003

0.003

0.018

Note. Reference categories shown in parentheses. Significant data are bolded.
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Table 6g
Logistic Regression of Cluster 7 With Select Teacher Characteristics
Teacher

Category

Characteristic

B

S.E.

Wald

Sig

Exp (B)

Age

continuous

0.015

0.017

0.788

0.375

1.015

Years Taught

continuous

0.028

0.021

1.906

0.167

1.029

Education Level

Some graduate

-0.001

0.371

0

0.998

0.999

(bachelors)

Masters+

-0.289

0.327

0.782

0.376

0.749

Elementary

-0.214

0.332

0.416

0.519

0.807

0.245

0.32

0.586

0.444

1.278

Teaching Subject
(secondary core)

Secondary
non-core

Marital Status

Single

0.283

0.422

0.45

0.502

1.327

(married)

Divorced

-0.566

0.637

0.79

0.374

0.568

Dependents

continuous

-0.01

0.091

0.012

0.914

0.99

Household Income

continuous

0

0

2.084

0.149

1

Wage Earner Status

Primary

-0.277

0.378

0.536

0.464

0.758

SALARY low

0.172

0.186

0.851

0.356

1.188

SALARY high

0.206

0.158

1.701

0.192

1.229

0.204

0.169

1.47

0.225

1.227

0.331

0.176

3.534

0.06

1.393

ADMIN low

-0.285

0.456

0.391

0.532

0.752

ADMIN high

-0.453

0.505

0.804

0.37

0.636

-0.233

0.485

0.23

0.632

0.792

-0.866

0.468

3.434

0.064

0.42

0.147

0.34

0.186

0.666

1.158

MEDICAL
low
Satisfaction with
Current Position
(middle)

MEDICAL
high

DIFFICULT
low
DIFFICULT
high
Likelihood to Retire

Retirement

in Education

high

(middle)

Retirement low

0.284

0.392

0.524

0.469

1.329

Constant

-4.848

1.232

15.481

<.001

0.008

Note. Reference categories shown in parentheses. Significant data are bolded.
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Figures
Figure 1
Example Scenario Question

Note. In this scenario, School A had better medical benefits whereas School B had a better
SALARY. Choosing School A indicated they valued MEDICAL over SALARY whereas
choosing School B would indicate the opposite.
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Figure 2
Options for Each Factor Presented in Scenarios
Levels

High

SALARY
10% less than

Excellent

current salary

medical benefits

Options
within

Medium

Current salary

levels

Low

MEDICAL

Average
medical benefits

10% more than

Poor/no medical

current salary

benefits

ADMIN
Great
administrative
support

DIFFICULT
More difficult
teaching

Average

Average

administrative

difficulty

support

teaching

Poor/no
administrative
support

Less difficult
teaching
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Figure 3
Comparing Rankings of the Four Factors in the Simple and Scenario Rankings
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APPENDIX A
Review of the Literature
Teacher Attrition
Teachers who leave their current position often either go to another school or leave the
teaching profession altogether (Newberry & Allsop, 2017). More specifically, attrition is when a
teacher leaves a particular school (Ingersoll, 2001) or the profession (Macdonald, 1999) prior to
retirement. As Hanushek and colleagues (2016) added, it is not just teachers leaving the
profession that causes instability in classrooms but also teachers who leave or move between
districts and schools that have negative implications on student learning (see Newberry &
Allsop, 2017). The definitions of attrition (as cited above) are not used consistently across
research and thus it is difficult to compare studies across research (Kelchtermans, 2017).
Nationally, in any given year 8-14% of all teachers leave the profession (Goldring et al.,
2014; Haynes et al., 2014). Another 8-12% of teachers change schools each year (Goldring et al.,
2014; Haynes et al., 2014). This adds to a total attrition (teachers leaving the classroom for any
reason) of 16-26%. For new teachers, attrition is a much more common issue. Almost half of all
teachers within their first five years teaching, will leave the profession altogether (Craig, 2014;
Ingersoll, 2001). This problem is significant because 9% of all teachers nationwide are within the
first three years of teaching which indicates a larger portion of teachers being in those first few
years than there would be in a normal distribution of data. (National Center for Education
Statistics [NCES], 2014).
The State of Utah has similar, if not higher, rates of attrition to the rest of the United
States. This could be due to the higher number of inexperienced teachers that Utah has compared
to national averages. In 2011-2012, which is the most recent data available, 46.3% of Utah
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teachers with 1–5 years teaching experience left teaching (Utah State Board of Education
[USBE], 2012). This is particularly impactful because 16% of Utah teachers are in their first 2
years teaching (Sawchuk & Rebora, 2016) compared to the national average of 9% of teachers
within their first 3 years (NCES, 2014). Nationally, 36.4% of teachers have between 10-20 years
of teaching experience, but Utah has only 25.6% of teachers within that time frame (NCES,
2014). These statistical rates show that Utah experiences just as high, if not higher, amounts of
teacher attrition when compared to the national average due to Utah having greater numbers of
new teachers that often experience greater rates of attrition (Newberry & Allsop, 2017).
In fact, Hanushek et al. (2016) emphasized that there are losses when teachers leave
districts, leave schools, or change subjects, not just when teachers leave the profession. In
addition, teacher attrition has negative consequences for student learning. As new teachers leave,
this reduces the teacher experience in the school or district and reduces student success
(Podolsky et al., 2019). Stability in the classroom promotes effective teaching and learning by
allowing teachers and schools to develop roles and learn from past decisions to improve future
teaching and learning (Darling-Hammond, 2003; Guarino et al., 2006; Hanushek et al., 2016).
Thus, when many teachers leave early in careers, a large amount of teachers do not become the
“experts” that allow for greater student learning (McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008). When attrition
occurs, classroom stability is negatively influenced, and learning can be negatively impacted.
Teacher retention is used in relation to attrition. In fact, the terms are often used in
conjunction or interchangeably by various authors in research (Borman & Dowling, 2008; Liu,
2021). Retention, when separated from attrition, has often been the study of how and what
people do to keep teachers in the classroom to reduce the attrition (Liu, 2021; Palermo et al.,
2021), whereas attrition tends to focus on teachers leaving the classroom. Due to their
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interrelatedness, both studies of retention or attrition are exploring the same phenomenon
(Borman & Dowling, 2008; Schaefer et al., 2012). In this study I have opted for focusing on
attrition for sake of length and clarity.
Causes of Attrition
Attrition is caused, at least in part, by a discrepancy in what teachers’ value and what
they are given (Smith, 2021). Tomic and Tomic (2008) concluded that existential fulfillment is
negatively correlated to teacher attrition. Existential fulfillment refers to the idea that if you feel
better about yourself and your situation you are more likely to want to continue to do what
makes you happy. When teachers feel good about what they do they are more likely to stay
(Loonstra et al., 2009). In addition, many teachers report leaving teaching because they realize
they do not like to teach once they start (Smith, 2021). This discrepancy in what teachers thought
they were going to experience and what they experienced can be a source of attrition because of
existential fulfillment not being satisfied. These desires of teachers are often referred to as values
and influence teacher satisfaction.
Teacher satisfaction, or what they think about their positions as teachers, is directly
linked to attrition (Madigan & Kim, 2021; Weiqi, 2007). In fact, how satisfied teachers are and
how much stress they feel in their job accounts for 27% of the variance that is present in teachers
intentions to quit (Madigan & Kim, 2021). In 2008 overall teacher satisfaction nationwide was at
62% and then plummeted to 39% by 2012, which was a 25 year low (Markow et al., 2013). This
shows that teachers as of 2012 were becoming increasingly dissatisfied with their profession and
the reasons should be further studied.
There are many factors that have been identified within teacher satisfaction as to leading
to attrition. Reasons for teacher attrition include: salary (De Ree et al., 2018), self-efficacy
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(Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2017), alignment of teacher and administrative goals (Wang & Hall,
2019), student behavior (Kengatharan, 2020), student teacher similarity (Engel et al., 2014),
student race (Engel et al., 2014), preferred grade or subject (Co et al., 2021), large class sizes
(Guarino et al., 2006), number of work hours (Kyriacou & Coulthard, 2000), and lack of teacher
supportive staff (Ingersoll, 2001). Some of these factors (salary, alignment of teacher and
administrative goals, student behavior, student race, and student teacher similarity) are being
considered within the four values of this current study. Only four values were picked for
simplicity in this introductory study. Out of these four values discussed below, two values have
been used largely in looking at teacher values, Salary and Administrative Support, while two of
the values have not been looked at in this light, Medical Benefits and Perceived Teaching
Difficulty.
Teacher Salary
Salary is often considered to be a major factor driving people’s continuing choice of
profession (Dolton, 1990; Elfers et al., 2008; Han et al., 2018). For example, a random sampling
nationwide survey study has shown a positive correlation between salary and retention (Goldring
et al., 2014). Studies suggest that teacher retention cannot improve without dramatic increases in
teacher salary (Boe et al., 2008; Guarino et al., 2006). Increasing salary of teachers in all
Wisconsin school districts decreased the attrition of the teachers within the state (Boyd et al.,
2008). When controlled for inflation, teachers’ salaries across the nation have declined since the
1990s (Darling-Hammond, 2003). This decline in salaries of teachers has likely served to
compound salary-related attrition decisions. For example, one particular study reported that only
around half of the teachers who left the profession reported a salary increase in their new
profession (Keigher, 2010). With only half of former teachers experiencing a salary increase in
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their new jobs it may indicate that there are other values that influenced teachers’ decisions to
leave the profession besides just salary alone.
Medical Benefits
In addition to salary, teachers are often compensated with medical benefits, comprising a
significant portion of the compensation package. In the state of Utah in 2011, school districts
varied in what insurance providers they offered to teachers. For example, the premiums for
insurance (which is split between the district and the teacher in various proportions) ranges per
teacher from $10,078 to $16,716 (Office of Legislative Auditor General State of Utah, 2011).
Despite the large body of research on teacher values, medical benefits are surprisingly
under-researched. A meta-analysis in 2008 showed that of the 63 factors explored in the
literature there was no direct usage of medical benefits in any explicit form (Borman & Dowling,
2008). This neglect of attending to the potential importance of medical benefits in literature is
surprising considering the value placed on benefits both in conversations surrounding public
service careers, and the amount of money employers spend on such benefits (Blumenthal, 2006).
To determine the extent to which teachers value these benefits, more research exploring this
factor is needed.
Medical benefits are important to consider as research has found that these benefits in
particular can have a higher value for some teachers than their salary (Andersen et al., 2012;
Perry & Wise, 1990). Extant research on teacher attrition often explores the influence of
compensation (Borman & Dowling, 2008; Guarino et al., 2006; Harris et al., 2019; Kirby &
Grissmer, 1993), but this research rarely mentions benefits explicitly and it is unclear if benefits
are included alongside salary in these studies (Goldring et al., 2014).
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Administrative Support
The work that teachers do is impacted by school and district administrators (Johnson,
2006). Support from these administrators can vary substantially and can influence how teachers
feel about teaching, students, and all other aspects of their jobs (Guarino et al., 2006). Research
has repeatedly found the important role of teachers’ perception of administrative support on
teacher retention (Gunther, 2019). Having administrators whose goals align with teachers is an
important factor in lowering teacher attrition (Guarino et al., 2006; Johnson, 2006). For example,
in a Texas school district, one teacher that left the profession reported that she loved working
with students but left because she felt that teachers were being blamed by the district for lower
student achievement test scores. She also stated that the new administration was vague in their
expectations for teachers, and she felt the administrators were too proud to listen to teacher input
(Craig, 2014).
The idea of the impact administrator support has on attrition is not new. In 1992
administrative support was found to be the most influential factor in whether or not special
education teachers planned on leaving teaching or not (Billingsley & Cross, 1992). The authors
of this study defined administrative support as the act of principals engaging in a variety of
support behaviors including “feedback, encouragement, acknowledgment, use of participative
decision making, and collaborative problem solving” (p. 468). Another definition still used
widely in psychological studies of teacher values and attrition, is: “promotion of teachers’
interests with verbal statements, offering steadfastness and clarity of roles as well as motivating
teachers with rewards” (Katsantonis, 2020, p. 3). The difference in these definitions show that
the term administrative support is used to mean different things in different studies. Part of the
research views it as how administration is interested in teachers interests and helps push those in
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schools, while the other views administrative support as how to motivate teachers to do what
administration wants or needs them to do.
Hughes et al. (2015) illustrated the importance of administrative support when they
looked at what teachers listed by importance for their retention in a particular school. The first
and most important was emotional support, meaning that the workload and expectations of
teachers from administrators was reasonable and that there was trust between the administrator
and teacher. The second was environmental support, meaning administration effectively handled
student behavior and safety concerns. The third most important part was instructional support,
referring to having adequate resources and input on educational school policies. The fourth and
least important component of administrative support found was technical support such as
computer, audio, and visual classroom equipment.
Furthermore, a study of the teachers who left their current teaching positions in the 20082009 school year showed that of those teachers who left for any reason, 52.9% of the public
sector teachers and 49.0 % of the private sector reported greater autonomy in their new positions
(Keigher, 2010). Autonomy is the ability to do things without authority figures telling you
exactly how it must be done (Keigher, 2010). These teachers also reported that they chose to
leave education in search of greater autonomy (Keigher, 2010). This lack of autonomy in
education is primarily due to administrative demands or goals at school at district levels
(Salokangas et al., 2020). These studies showed administrative support as an important reason
for leaving the profession, but it has also been linked to leaving particular schools or positions
within schools (Albrecht et al., 2009). In Utah, teachers who feel disenfranchised from their
school often report feeling undervalued in administrative decisions made without much teacher
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input (Newberry & Allsop, 2017). These results might suggest that administrative support can
have a large impact on the stress teachers feel and can contribute to teacher attrition.
Perceived Teaching Difficulty
How teachers perceive the difficulty of teaching in their classrooms may be related to
attrition, although it has not been studied in this way. This perceived teaching difficulty could be
caused by classroom management factors and other aspects of teaching (Johansen et al., 2011;
Savran & Çakiroglu, 2003). Included in teachers’ perceptions of potential teaching difficulty
may be factors already studied individually in previous research such as: school socioeconomic
status (SES), school size, class size, student suspensions/expulsion rates, or if the student and
teacher share background characteristics.
Overall student SES levels (as measured by income) at the schools where teachers work
has been found to greatly influence teacher attrition and retention (Borman & Dowling, 2008).
School SES is often measured by the percentage of students at a school who receive free school
lunches. Schools with higher participation with the program have been shown to have higher
teacher attrition (Borman & Dowling, 2008; Guarino et al., 2006; Smith & Ingersoll, 2004).
However, in contrast, Hughes (2012) found that schools in their study with lower poverty had
higher teacher attrition. This indicates that there may be a bimodal effect where teachers perceive
students as more difficult to teach when they are either below or above their own social class
position. Schools with lower SES are often considered more difficult teaching placements due to
the additional challenges that can accompany students with lower economic privileges and the
often inadequate teacher preparation in attending to these issues. Teachers have preconceptions
that students with lower SES are harder to teach than students with higher income and parental
education (Auwarter & Aruguete, 2008). This could be due to stereotypes of children from lower
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SES as experiencing tougher physical and emotional life challenges (Hanushek et al., 2019).
According to Trice (2015) Teachers have reported perceiving that students who come from lower
SES backgrounds spent less time “exploring the world around them and more time trying to
survive within,” and may “have fewer and less-supportive networks” to support their home
learning (pp. 26). These deficits in thinking are unsupported in research (Hernandez et al., 2021;
McKay & Devlin, 2016), but are still prevalent in conversation and data gathering as a way of
measuring teacher attrition within schools today (Babo & Petty, 2019; Hagaman & Casey, 2018).
These difficulties, including the propagation of deficit ideas, shows the need for another
approach to measuring the values that teachers have related to teaching environments.
Class size is also a major contributing factor to perception of difficulties within teaching
and teacher attrition (Gezel, 2020; Isenberg, 2010; Stinebrickner, 1998). Teachers often lament
large class sizes because having more students in the room increases the complexity of classroom
management. This is because with increased numbers normal student disruption is amplified
which increases teaching difficulty.
Interestingly, Utah has some of the largest class sizes in the nation. For example, the
average elementary class has 26.8 students (the highest elementary average) compared to the
national average of 21.2 students and secondary classes in Utah have an average class size of
31.5 students (the third highest) with the national average at 26.8 students (NCES, 2014). Studies
have shown that reducing class sizes is a leading factor in increasing student learning and
teaching effectiveness (Krueger, 2003; Maier et al., 1997; Mathis, 2017). Teachers with larger
class sizes have a greater attrition rate (Isenberg, 2010). It is argued, however, that there is not
enough primary information studies examining school resource factors to make strong statistical
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correlations between class size and teacher attrition rates in metanalytical studies (Nguyen et al.,
2019).
Teacher attrition rates are also impacted through school disciplinary action rates in
suspensions and expulsions. Steinberg and Lacoe (2017) found that teachers felt safer with
reduced numbers of suspensions and expulsion rates even at schools with similar overall
disciplinary problems with the only difference in any category (including violence rates and
other behavioral school issues) was the use of suspensions and expulsions of students. Steinberg
and Lacoe (2017) demonstrate that by changing the perception of student behavior in the form of
reducing the expulsions and suspensions rates while leaving everything else the same makes
teachers feel safer in those schools. This increase in teachers’ perceptions of safety may seem to
indicate that it would reduce teacher attrition but that is not always the case. In Los Angeles in
2003 suspensions and expulsions were reduced by 90%, but teacher attrition increased (Pope &
Zuo, 2020).
Ultimately, the research suggests that teachers care about how hard they think it is to
teach in their classrooms or potential teaching assignments. SES, school size, class size, and
student suspensions/expulsions are all variables that may influence teachers’ perception of
teaching difficulty. Thus, asking teachers about how they consider teaching difficulty in relation
to other factors is a missing link in current literature and is of more direct application for
teachers.
Well Researched Teacher Characteristics
Teachers that have different characteristics may prioritize different values. The
relationships between some characteristics and teacher values have been researched extensively
including gender, race, years taught, licensure route, and education level. On the other hand,
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other characteristics of teachers have been under-researched including teaching subject, marital
status, number of dependents, household income, and wage earner status.
Gender has consistently been used as a control within studies of teacher attrition and
turnover (Ingersoll, 2001). There have been a variety of conclusions drawn about gender and
attrition. In some studies there is no significant interaction of gender with attrition (Greiner &
Smith, 2009; Martin & Marsh, 2005). Other studies have stated that there is some link between
gender of teachers being congruent with the gender of the students impacting teacher attrition
(Moynihan & Landuyt, 2008). Bernhardt and Dresser (2002) found that women were
traditionally found in public service jobs more than their male counterparts and that these
differences were probably due to the stabilities of those jobs and the medical benefits they often
have. Gender was shown to be a significant moderator of attrition in a meta-analysis of 29
education studies (Borman & Dowling, 2008).
Race has not been shown to have much impact regarding attrition (Greiner & Smith,
2009). Studies at the federal level show no relationship between minority status and turnover
intention (Guarino et al., 2006). In education, race has been studied with various types of
implications. For instance, there is some evidence that students have higher favorable teacher
ratings when their race matches that of their teacher (Redding, 2019), though the author asserted
this as probably more cultural differences than race alone.
The amount of time a teacher has been teaching is a common characteristic discussed in
literature around teacher attrition and values. As discussed previously there is a significant push
within research to look at the first five years of teachers’ experience because of the higher rates of
attrition (Borman & Dowling, 2008; Craig, 2014; Ingersoll et al., 2013). Attrition rates are also
relatively high even after those first five years compared to other professions (Miller, 2004). This
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difference in teacher attrition is again impacted as teachers approach enough years for retirement
(Borman & Dowling, 2008; Grissmer & Kirby, 1997; Ingersoll, 2001). These changes in
teachers’ perceptions and interests over time have been of research interest for some time. Fuller
(1969) noted that as teachers’ time in education grows their interests and values change. Some
studies have found that there is less impact of teaching experience on potential position selection
outside of the first six years of teaching experience (Gilpin, 2011).
There are two main routes to teaching studied often within teacher attrition and values.
Obtaining a teaching certification while obtaining a bachelor’s degree is the traditional route.
Non-traditional routes involve teachers becoming certified outside of a bachelor’s degree
certification program. In some states teachers are allowed to teach for certain periods of times
without certification or licensure to allow the non-traditional routes to be completed. These
teachers without certification, however, are much more likely to experience attrition compared
to those who are certified (Borman & Dowling, 2008). Additionally, teachers who take nontraditional routes have been found to have higher retention rates (Chapman, 2005; Haberman,
2004).
Education level for most studies has shown to impact attrition rates of teachers. Typically
teachers are required to have a bachelor’s degree (Ingersoll & Smith, 2003) and many teachers
pursue further education. One reason for this is that teachers typically receive a salary increase as
they gain additional education (Lortie, 2002; Marso & Pigge, 1994). There has been
disagreement on the effect of obtaining more education has on attrition. One particular study of
meta-analysis of 29 studies found that teachers with masters degrees are more likely to
experience attrition than those without (Borman & Dowling, 2008) However, older studies relate
that teachers with a master’s degree experience less attrition than those without one (Bloland &
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Selby, 1980; Marso & Pigge, 1994). These last two studies and others attribute the lessening of
attrition to the more time and energy invested in their careers as the deterrent to leaving
education (Lortie, 2002). Another study showed that teachers with masters degrees were more
likely to experience attrition, probably due to the increased options available to teachers with
these higher degrees (Harrell et al., 2004). This characteristic of teachers deserves continued
research to see if there are other characteristics that influence these differences observed in
research.
Under Researched Teacher Characteristics
There are some characteristics that have been under researched. Some of these
characteristics are teaching subject, marital status, dependents, and household income levels.
Teaching subject has been an understudied part of attrition research. It has been shown that
secondary teachers had higher odds of attrition than special education teachers (Borman &
Dowling, 2008). This may be due to the fact that secondary teachers often have degrees that
translate to other careers more easily than their counterparts (Ingersoll & Perda, 2010).
Secondary teachers were also 1.5 times more likely to experience attrition than elementary
teachers (Borman & Dowling, 2008). However, the subject that a teacher is assigned to teach
was not used in research much further. Teaching subjects are something that should be explored
further to see changes over time as well as gain more information about its influences within
research around attrition.
Marital status has been largely overlooked within research. Marital events represent large
milestones within teachers’ lives and yet remains an under researched characteristic. Even
though it has been under researched there has been some work done. One study has shown that
the odds of married teachers leaving the profession was 1.4 times more likely than single
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teachers (Ali et al., 2021). Teachers who are married experience more competing demands,
which leads to an increase in attrition (Ali et al., 2021). Besides knowing about attrition, research
is missing on how marital status might affect the values of teachers. Marital status may influence
a teacher’s commitments and stress levels (Loonstra et al., 2009).
Research looking at the number of dependents of teachers within attrition has been very
limited. It has been shown that having a new child increases the odds of attrition compared to
those that do not have a new child (Borman & Dowling, 2008). This was corroborated by Lortie
(2002) who discussed that having a child was a predictor of attrition for female teachers and that
these teachers are primarily young, recently married women who decide to pursue having
children after their partner finishes school. In Fiji, teachers with fewer dependents were shown to
have the lowest levels of stress (Ahsan, 2006). Other than these few studies and information
research has not looked at how multiple children affect values that teachers have, or if having
other dependents in the home might impact teachers’ values as well.
Household income or the amount of total money that a household brings in within a year
has been shown to influence attrition (Gilpin, 2011). Low income levels (below $30,000) were
found to be predictors of teacher attrition, as well as those whose household income is below
$25,000 (Harrell et al., 2004). As teachers’ household income levels reach a certain point they
also begin to influence higher levels of attrition (Gilpin, 2011). This level of attrition, according
to Gilpin (2011), is not as dramatic as attrition at low income levels. Teachers who work a
second job to supplement their household income were found to be 10% more likely to
experience attrition than those who only teach (Koomson et al., 2017). This was higher than the
increased likelihood of attrition due to being financially stressed at 6% (Koomson et al., 2017).
As teachers’ salaries become a smaller portion of their household income they are more likely to
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experience attrition (Gilpin, 2011). The amount of money their household brings in has not been
studied in relation to what teachers value and how that affects how they view their potential
teaching positions.
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APPENDIX C
Survey Questions
Start of Block: Introduction

Q Teachers’ Values For the Reduction of Teacher Attrition in Utah Public Schools
IRB ID#: IRB2022-018

My name is Forrest Jensen, I am a graduate student at Brigham Young University and I am
conducting this research under the supervision of Professor Ryan Nixon, from the Department of
Teacher Education. You are being invited to participate in this research study about teachers’
values. I am interested in learning more about some of the things teachers value when
considering a job position. Being in this study is optional.

If you choose to be in the study, you will be asked to complete a survey that should take
approximately 30 minutes of your time.

If you complete the survey you can choose to be entered into a drawing to win one of 19 $40
Amazon gift cards of $40. Winners will be selected randomly from a sample of (hopefully) 850
teachers (2%).

You can skip questions that you do not want to answer or stop the survey at any time. Your
answers on the survey will be kept anonymous.
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Data from this study may be shared with data repositories used for research. This will not include
any personal information that could directly identify you. Despite these measures, we cannot
guarantee anonymity of your personal data.

If you have questions please contact Ryan Nixon at rynixon@byu.edu. If you have questions or
concerns about your rights as a research participant, you can call the BYU Human Research
Protections Program at 801-422-1461 or BYU.HRPP@byu.edu.

If you want to participate in this study, continue on to the next question.

End of Block: Introduction
Start of Block: Demographics

Q How many legal dependents (as referred to in taxes) do you have?
________________________________________________________________

Q How many years have you been teaching?
________________________________________________________________
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Q What is the main subject area you are teaching this year?
________________________________________________________________

Q Pick one of the following that best describes you.

o I earn greater than 60% of my total household income (1)
o I earn 40-60% of my total household income (3)

o I earn less than 50% of my household income (4)

Q What best describes you?

o Male (1)

o Female (2)

o Non-binary / third gender (3)
o Prefer not to say (4)
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Q What is (are) your race or races?
________________________________________________________________

Q What is your age?
________________________________________________________________

Page Break

96
Q What is the highest level of education you have obtained?

o Finishing bachelors degree (intern/student teacher) (7)
o Bachelors degree (1)

o Some graduate work (2)
o Masters degree (3)

o Doctoral degree (4)

o Post-doctoral degree (6)

Q Which of the following BEST describes you?

o Obtained a teaching license in the traditional method (in sync with a bachelors degree)
(1)

o Took a non-traditional route to licensure (ARL, graduate degree, etc) (2)

o Currently working on licensure in the traditional method (student teacher or intern) (3)
o Currently working on a non-traditional route to licensure (ARL) (4)
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Q What is your marital status?

o Single (1)

o Married (2)

o Single-divorced (3)

Q How many people are living under the same roof as you, including yourself?
________________________________________________________________

Q Roughly, what is your household annual income?
________________________________________________________________
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Q What level of school do you teach this year?

o Elementary (1)

o Middle school or junior high (2)
o High school (3)

o Multiple levels (4)
End of Block: Demographics
Start of Block: Rank Order

Q Place the following in order of most valuable (1) to you to least valuable (4) to you when
picking a teaching position.

Salary: The money that you are paid directly
Medical benefits: All medical benefits (including dental) offered by your district
Administrative support: Administration support of your work as an educator in every aspect
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Teaching difficulty: All the various factors that make it more difficult to teach in any individual
school versus another
______ Salary (1)
______ Medical benefits (2)
______ Administrative support (3)
______ Teaching difficulty (4)

End of Block: Rank Order
Start of Block: Introduction to Scenarios

Q The following questions are based on a hypothetical situation where you have found yourself
in need of a new teaching position.

Please pick the position you would prefer based on the listed characteristics.

End of Block: Introduction to Scenarios
Start of Block: Salary vs Medical

Q The following are hypothetical teaching positions with different characteristics. Pick the job
offer you would take if you had to pick one of the options.

100

Q
School A
Current salary

Salary 10% above current salary

Excellent medical benefits
School A (2)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B

o

Average medical benefits
School B (1)

o

Q
School A
Current salary
Average medical benefits
School A (2)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Salary 10% above current salary
No/poor medical benefits
School B (1)

o
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Q
School A
Current salary
Excellent medical benefits
School A (2)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Salary 10% above current salary
No/poor medical benefits
School B (1)

o

Q
School A
Current salary
Average medical benefits
School A (1)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Salary 10% below current salary
Excellent medical benefits
School B (2)

o
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Q
School A
Current salary
Poor medical benefits
School A (1)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Salary 10% below current salary
Average medical benefits
School B (2)

o

Q
School A
Current salary
Poor medical Benefits
School A (1)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Salary 10% below current salary
Excellent medical benefits
School B (2)

o
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Q
School A

School B

Salary 10% above current salary
salary Poor medical benefits

Salary 10% below current
Excellent medical

benefits
School A (1)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B (2)

o

Q
School A
Salary 10% above current salary
Poor medical benefits
School A (1)

School B
10% below current salary
Average medical benefits
School B (2)
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Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

o

Q
School A

School B

Salary 10% above current salary
Average medical benefits

10% below current salary
Excellent medical

benefits
School A (1)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B (2)

o

End of Block: Salary vs Medical
Start of Block: Medical Benefits vs Student Difficulty

Q The following are hypothetical teaching positions with different characteristics. Pick the job
offer you would take if you had to pick one of the options.
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Q
School A
Average medical benefits
Average teaching difficulty
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Excellent medical benefits
More difficult teaching
School B (2)

o

Q
School A
Poor/no medical benefits
Average teaching difficulty
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Excellent medical benefits
More difficult teaching
School B (2)

o
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Q
School A
Poor/no medical benefits

Average medical benefits

Average teaching difficulty

More difficult teaching

School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B

o

School B (2)

o

Q
School A
Average medical benefits
Less difficult teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Excellent medical benefits
More difficult teaching
School B (2)

o
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Q
School A
Average medical benefits
Less difficult teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Excellent medical benefits
Average difficulty teaching
School B (2)

o

Q
School A
Poor/no medical benefits
Less difficult teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Excellent medical benefits
Average difficulty teaching
School B (2)

o
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Q
School A
Poor/no medical benefits
difficult teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Average medical benefits Less
Average difficulty teaching
School B (2)

o

Q
School A
Poor/no medical benefits
difficult teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Excellent medical benefits Less
More difficult teaching
School B (2)

o
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Q
School A
Poor/no medical benefits
Average difficulty of Teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Excellent medical benefits
More difficult teaching
School B (2)

o

End of Block: Medical Benefits vs Student Difficulty
Start of Block: Student Difficulty vs Administrative Support

Q80 The following are hypothetical teaching positions with different characteristics. Pick the job
offer you would take if you had to pick one of the options.

Q
School A

School B
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Average administrative support
Average difficulty teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

Great administrative support
More difficult teaching
School B (3)

o

Q
School A
Poor/no administrative support
Average difficulty teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Great administrative support
More difficult teaching
School B (3)

o
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Q
School A
Poor/no administrative support
Less difficult teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Great administrative support
More difficult teaching
School B (3)

o

Q
School A
Average administrative support
Less difficult teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Great administrative support
More difficult teaching
School B (3)

o
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Q
School A
Average administrative support
Less difficult teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Great administrative support
Average difficulty teaching
School B (3)

o

Q
School A
Poor/no administrative support
Less difficult teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Average administrative support
More difficult teaching
School B (3)

o
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Q
School A

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B

Poor/no administrative support

Average administrative support

Average difficulty teaching

More difficult teaching

School A (4)

School B (3)

o

o

Q
School A
Poor/no administrative support
Less difficult teaching
School A (4)

School B
Average administrative support
Average difficulty teaching
School B (3)
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o

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

Q
School A

School B

Poor/no administrative support

Great administrative support

Less difficult teaching

Average difficulty teaching

School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B (3)

o

End of Block: Student Difficulty vs Administrative Support
Start of Block: Salary vs Student Difficulty

Q The following are hypothetical teaching positions with different characteristics. Pick the job
offer you would take if you had to pick one of the options.
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Q
School A
Current salary

10% more than current salary

Average difficulty teaching
School A (4)

o

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B

More difficult teaching
School B (1)

o

Q
School A
Current salary

10% more than current salary

Less difficult teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B

o

More difficult teaching
School B (1)

o
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Q
School A
Current salary

10% more than current salary

Less difficult teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B

o

Average difficulty teaching
School B (1)

o

Q
School A

School B

10% less than current salary

10% more than current salary

Less difficult teaching

More difficult teaching

School A (4)

School B (1)
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Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

o

Q
School A
10% less than current salary
Average difficulty teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
10% more than current salary
More difficult teaching
School B (1)

o

Q
School A

School B
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10% less than current salary
Less difficult teaching
School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

10% more than current salary
Average difficulty teaching
School B (1)

o

Q
School A
10% less than current salary

Current salary

Less difficult teaching

Average difficulty teaching

School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B

o

School B (1)

o
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Q
School A

School B

10% less than current salary

Current salary

Less difficult teaching

More difficult teaching

School A (4)

o

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B (1)

o

Q
School A

School B

10% less than current salary

Current salary

Average difficulty teaching

More difficult teaching

School A (4)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

End of Block: Salary vs Student Difficulty
Start of Block: Salary vs Administrative Support

o

School B (1)

o
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Q82 The following are hypothetical teaching positions with different characteristics. Pick the job
offer you would take if you had to pick one of the options.

Q
School A
10% less than current salary
Average administrative support

School B
Current salary
Poor/no administrative

support
School A (3)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B (1)

o

Q
School A

School B
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10% less than current salary

Current salary

Great administrative support

Poor/no administrative

support
School A (3)

o

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B (1)

o

Q
School A
10% less than current salary
Great administrative support

School B
Current salary
Average administrative

support
School A (3)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B (1)

o
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Q
School A
10% less than current salary

10% more than current salary

Great administrative support

Average administrative support

School A (3)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B

o

School B (1)

o

Q
School A
10% less than current salary

10% more than current salary

Great administrative support

Poor/no administrative support

School A (3)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B

o

School B (1)

o
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Q
School A
10% less than current salary

School B
10% more than current salary

Average administrative support

Poor/no administrative support

School A (3)

School B (1)

o

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

Q
School A
Current salary

School B
10% more than current salary

Average administrative support

Poor/no administrative support

School A (3)

School B (1)
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o

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

Q
School A
Current salary

10% more than current salary

Great administrative support
School A (3)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B

o

Poor/no administrative support
School B (1)

o

Q
School A

School B
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Current salary

10% more than current salary

Average administrative support

Poor/no administrative support

School A (3)

School B (1)

o

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

End of Block: Salary vs Administrative Support
Start of Block: Medical Benefits vs Administrative Support

Q The following are hypothetical teaching positions with different characteristics. Pick the job
offer you would take if you had to pick one of the options.

Q
School A

School B

Average medical benefits

Excellent medical benefits

Average administrative support

Poor/no administrative support

School A (3)

School B (2)
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Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

o

Q
School A

School B

Average medical benefits

Excellent medical benefits

Great administrative support
School A (3)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

Poor/no administrative support
School B (2)

o

Q
School A

School B
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Average medical benefits
Great administrative support
School A (3)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

Excellent medical benefits
Average administrative support
School B (2)

o

Q
School A
Poor medical benefits
Great administrative support
School A (3)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Excellent medical benefits
Average administrative support
School B (2)

o
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Q
School A
Poor medical benefits
Great administrative support
School A (3)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Excellent medical benefits
Poor/no administrative support
School B (2)

o

Q
School A
Poor medical benefits

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B
Excellent medical benefits

Average administrative support

Poor/no administrative support

School A (3)

School B (2)

o

o
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Q
School A
Poor medical benefits

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B
Average medical benefits

Average administrative support

Poor/no administrative support

School A (3)

School B (2)

o

o

Q
School A
Poor medical benefits
Great administrative support
School A (3)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

o

School B
Average medical benefits
Poor/no administrative support
School B (2)

o
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Q
School A

School B

Poor medical benefits

Average medical benefits

Great administrative support

Average administrative support

School A (3)

Pick your preferred job offer (1)

School B (2)

o

o

End of Block: Medical Benefits vs Administrative Support
Start of Block: The two predictive questions

Q
How likely are you to retire as an educator (teacher, administrator, etc.) when that time comes?

On this scale, a 1 means you think this is very unlikely (you plan to leave education before you
reach retirement) and a 6 means you think this is very likely (you plan to continue in education
until you retire).
1

2

3

4

5

6
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Likelihood of retiring from education ()

Q How do you rate your current teaching position on the following characteristics?

On this scale, a 1 means you rate your position as very poor and a 6 means you rate your
position as exceptional.
1

Salary ()
Medical benefits ()
Administrative support ()
Teaching difficulty ()

End of Block: The two predictive questions

2

3

4

5

6

